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2 INTRODUCTION 
REPORT ON THE DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY 
INTRODUCTION 
This is the third and final report on the Dinokeng survey and it incorporates the survey results and 
analysis contained in the previous reports.  This report contains an analysis of the survey results of 
occupants, owners and leaseholders in the three core areas, the survey of occupants from 
Onverwacht, the survey of claimants representatives and, finally, the survey of conservancy 
owners.  It also contains a synthesis of results across the three phases.  
 
We will firstly deal briefly with the definitions and methodological issues associated with the 
collection of the data and then present an analysis of the data collected within each phase and 
within each sub-survey, and conclude with a synthesis of the results.  Copies of the data sets used, 
in Microsoft Access format, are also available with this report. 
DEFINITIONS 
Leaseholders: 
For the purposes of this study leaseholders included the formal leaseholder of the land as well as 
his/her spouse. 
Occupants: 
Occupants included the male or female head of the household or their spouse occupying land 
owned or leased by another party.  Occupants were either informal occupants by agreement or 
without the agreement of the owner of the land, historical occupants, or farm workers and their 
families. 
Owners: 
Owners included the land owner, his/her spouse or the farm manager.  
Conservancy owners: 
Conservancy owners included farm owners in the Conservancy area, their spouses and farm 
managers.   
Claimants: 
Claimants included those people who had already lodged a claim in terms of the Restitution of 
Land Rights Act to land within the Dinokeng Study Area and who intend to get land rights on a 
particular land parcel, unless they accept an alternative form of redress.  A claimant representative 
refers to a person who is one of a claimant group and who has been appointed to represent that 
group. 
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METHODOLOGY 3 
METHODOLOGY 
LEASEHOLDERS PHASE B (CORE AREA 1) 
Phase B (Core Area 1) is the only area in which we interviewed leaseholders.  We completed 43 
leaseholder interviews
1
.  The selection of leaseholders to be interviewed has largely been based on 
the availability and the reliability of contact information.  However, care has been taken to ensure 
that most areas of Phase B (Core 1) have been reached.  GPS data on leaseholders‟ farms has, in 
many cases, not been captured due to the fact that the leaseholders were, in general, not 
interviewed on their land
2
.  Generally the level of interest of the leaseholders in the study has been 
very high, even in cases where they do not support the Dinokeng proposals, and their hope is that 
the suggestions and concerns that they have will be attended to by the relevant authorities. 
 
The first contact with the leaseholders was made at the Rust de Winter Agricultural office on 
Tuesday 14 August 2001.  We were invited, along with Tony Harding of DACEL, to introduce 
ourselves and to explain the background to the project and the proposed methodology we would 
be using.  After the meeting 20 interviews were conducted with leaseholders and a contact list 
containing details of other leaseholders was obtained from the office.  Leaseholders expressed a 
great deal of interest at the meeting and were happy to be interviewed.  Over the following weeks, 
attempts were made to secure interviews with other leaseholders falling within the Phase B (Core 
1) area.   Most of the leaseholders do not live on the land since they feel that, due to the short 
duration of each lease contract, it is not feasible to build houses on the land.  However, 
leaseholders did mention that they would actually prefer to live on their land if they had the 
choice.  Many of them had employed herders to look after their cattle while they were absent from 
the land.   
 
The fact that most leaseholders did not live on the land meant that they had to be contacted at their 
homes.  However, many of the telephone numbers that we were given were not valid and in other 
cases the leaseholders were not available for interviews.  Nevertheless, we interviewed as many 
leaseholders as could be contacted from the list, and relied on additional information which was 
obtained from people we met in the area about leaseholders when travelling within Phase B 
(Core 1) to interview farm occupants.   
 
Attempts were made to interview every available leaseholder within the Phase B (Core 1) area, but 
it subsequently became apparent that the list of names of leaseholders did not cover the 
easternmost areas of Phase B (Core 1).  Upon further investigation we discovered that a large 
portion of Phase B (Core 1) falls under the care of the KwaMhlanga Agricultural office.  Contact 
                                                 
1
 The initial target was to complete 50 interviews. 
2
 In one case a leaseholder came all the way to our Braamfontein offices to be interviewed. 
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was made with a Mr Husselman and a Mr Fraser at this office and we were invited to a meeting on 
5 September to find leaseholders and contact numbers of leaseholders for the remainder of the 
area.  At the meeting of 5 September it was explained that we would have to contact two union 
leaders/community representatives for the area before going ahead with the survey there, and that 
these union leaders would supply us with the contact details of the leaseholders in this area.  It was 
further mentioned that two farms on the easternmost boundary of Phase B (Core 1) would most 
likely be “no-go” areas due to land disputes, and that we should not attempt to secure interviews 
with occupants in that area.  At this meeting it was found that the following farms form part of 
Phase B (Core Area 1) falling within Mpumalanga Province (KwaMhlanga Agricultural Office):  
 
Leeuwfontein 212 JR 
Kameelpoortnek 210 JR 
Klipfontein 205 JR 
Kameelpoort 202 JR 
Kromdraai 209 JR 
Rietvallei 185 JR 
Ougoed 186 JR 
Zandspruit 189 JR 
Christiaansrus 182 JR 
Rietfontein 214 JR 
Leeuwfontein 188 JR 
 
On 6 September our fieldworkers made contact with the union leaders, hoping to complete the 
remainder of the leaseholder interviews for Phase B (Core Area 1).  The union leaders with whom 
they met are Mr Sam Mtshweni of Mhlanga Farmers Union (we subsequently found out that the 
farms which fall under his care are not part of Phase B), Mr Jack Kabini, Mr Piet Mnguni and 
Mr Abram Ntuli of NAFU (Northern Highveld African Farmers Union).  The names of the 
following leaseholders were obtained: 
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Farm Leaseholder Portion Remarks 
Rietfontein 214 JR 
M. Chili 317 Deceased 
Z. J. Mabena 316 Interviewed 
K. F. Nkoana 315 Was busy in Witbank 
L. F. Mashego 318 Interviewed at farm  
S. J. Nguni 319 Interviewed 
F. M. Masemola 320 Away in Middelburg 
Zandspruit 189 JR P. Makena 305 No contact number was available 
Kameelpoort 202 JR 
L. M. Mahlangu 307 Farm currently subject to court action 
Z. C. Masina 308 Farm currently subject to court action 
J. M. Mabena 309 Farm currently subject to court action 
J. Matsheni 310 Farm currently subject to court action 
J. M. Magolego 311 Farm currently subject to court action 
J. Mahlangu 312 Farm currently subject to court action 
 
According to the union leaders, another farm that is under dispute in court in this area is 
Klipfontein 205 JR and therefore we were not given the names of leaseholders for this farm.  The 
matter is still pending and we were advised, for security reasons, not to enter the farms as the 
people are sensitive about the issue.  The previous owner of Klipfontein, Mr G. Opperman, is 
apparently backing the claimants.  The attorney handling the matter for the claimants is Mr 
Oosthuizen (tel. 083 6171110).   
 
In spite of the pending court action on Kameelpoort 202 JR, we nevertheless tried to get contact 
numbers of Kameelpoort leaseholders and Mr Husselman referred us to Mr Sheltons.  We 
contacted Mr Sheltons on 7 September and asked that he would fax us a list of names of the 
leaseholders.  We have attempted on numerous occasions to obtain the information from 
Mr Sheltons and although he promised us a response by 13 September 2001 he has not yet 
supplied the required information. Mr Sindani was contacted on 28 September in connection with 
the leaseholders information that we had not yet received from Mr Sheltons. Mr Sindani has also 
not yet supplied us with the required information. 
 
Mr Husselman promised to send us a copy of the court proceedings for our information. This was 
not received and on 28th September he was contacted once again in connection with the court 
proceedings.  Mr Husselman told us that he had sent the documents by post but they had not been 
received by the time this report was written. (26 October 2001). 
General 
As part of our discussion with the union leaders in the KwaMhlanga area we were informed about 
their role in the community.  They said that their objective is to see that their members are fully 
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represented and protected.  They can only pass on messages or allow contact with those members 
(even to give any information) once they are satisfied with the aims of the project or the issues.  
They were helpful but they felt that in the past there had been a lot of paperwork and meetings 
with various parties, but that not much had happened.  They felt that the government has failed to 
fulfil its promises because leaseholders keep on completing forms on a yearly basis to try to get 
ownership of their farms, but that nothing has been accomplished.  The main concern of most 
leaseholders is that they want to own their farms like their white counterparts.  They complain that 
white farmers can sell their farms and gain a lot of money while on the other hand if they leave the 
farms they will get nothing irrespective of any development they have done on the farms.  In 
addition, financial institutions cannot help them because as leaseholders they have no ownership 
of their farms to use as collateral. 
 
Similarly, some of the general concerns of the leaseholder farmers in the Rust de Winter area 
included the fact that they did not feel they had security of tenure and would prefer longer lease 
periods.  They also thought that they could not build or improve the houses on their land for this 
reason.  They wanted assistance from the government to improve their fencing, and also to move 
occupants from their land onto other land.  While some of the leaseholders felt excited by the idea 
of gradually becoming tourist oriented, others felt that they would not like the idea as their cattle 
would come under threat by wild animals or that they would have to be moved off the land if they 
did not want to change their land use.  
Questionnaire problems encountered in the field: 
Questions 10 & 14. Some of the leaseholders do not know their JR and portion numbers or 
measurements. 
Question 11. Most of the leaseholders were not interviewed on their farms; therefore no 
GPS coordinates were taken.  
Question 19. Distances given were mostly estimates. 
Questions 27 to 31. Those who had not heard about Dinokeng Project found it difficult to 
answer these questions. 
Questions 63 & 64. Where the relationship with the lessor (government) was good, questions 
65-67 seemed irrelevant. 
Questions 73 to 75. Some of the respondents felt uneasy about answering questions about 
income. 
OCCUPANTS PHASES A, B AND C (CORE AREAS 3, 1 AND 2) 
Occupants have been interviewed within all three Phases. Occupants were defined for the 
purposes of these interviews as the male or female head of an occupant household or their spouse, 
and included informal occupants by agreement or without the agreement of the owner of the land, 
historical occupants, farm workers and their families. 
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Occupants Phase B (Core 1) 
The researchers assigned to survey the occupants in this area were introduced to the local police 
officers at Rust de Winter to ease their way into the area.  Interviews with occupants in Phase B 
(Core Area 1) started on 16 August 2001.  Initially the interviews were conducted without the 
assistance of 1:50 000 maps or aerial photographs. The location of the occupants was recorded on 
the questionnaires and respondents were selected methodically. 
 
Some of the problems which hampered the fieldwork at this stage were: 
 A lack of access to some farms due to locked gates and rough terrain 
 The difficulty in assessing whether or not occupant communities were present on the farms 
visited. 
 
However, occupants were generally willing to be interviewed and had no problems answering 
most of the questions.  Some of the farms fall under the care of the KwaMhlanga agricultural 
office rather than the Rust de Winter office.  The local population advised us not to go into these 
areas without the approval of the community leaders for this area.  We subsequently obtained this 
approval.  However, some areas still remain “no-go” areas as mentioned in the section above. 
 
The acquisition of 1:50 000 maps and the aerial photographs for the Dinokeng area assisted in 
indicating the location of farm roads, possible dwellings and topography.  This made it possible to 
be more systematic in our sampling.  The outline of the Phase B area (Core Area 1) was plotted on 
the aerial photographs by inputting farm boundary coordinates from the 1:50 000 maps.  Notes 
were taken wherever possible to capture further detail about the circumstances and number of 
occupants on each farm.  In each case GPS coordinates were also obtained. 
 
In total we completed 54 interviews in this area.  In addition we randomly selected ten areas that 
represented 10% of the total Phase B (Core Area 1) area and counted the total number of potential 
dwellings in each area.  We were able to identify a total of 116 structures, slightly less than half of 
which were part of a farm compound.  We can thus estimate that there are approximately 1 200 
structures in the entire Phase B (Core Area 1) area.  Drawing together our information gleaned 
from our fieldwork observations (researchers found that about half of all residential structures 
were inhabited) and the analysis of the data collected (approximately two-thirds of all dwellings 
were residential while the remaining one-third was used for storage) we estimate that 
approximately one-third of these structures (i.e. 400 structures) are occupied. 
 
In addition the survey results indicate that the average household in this areas contains two people.  
We thus estimate that there are approximately 800 people in the Phase B (Core Area 1) area, the 
majority of who are occupants. 
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Occupants Phase A (Core Area 3) 
In Phase A (Core Area 3), almost all the farmers interviewed were helpful and made it possible for 
us to interview their occupants.  However, we had to ask for permission from farmers before 
interviewing their occupants and most farmers wanted to examine the questionnaire before 
granting us permission to interview their occupants.   
Occupants Phase C (Core Area 2) 
We were supplied with the names of 6 farms – Springfontein 213, Leeuwdraai 211, Leeuwdrift 81, 
Klipdrift 80, Rhenosterfontein 210 (known as Elands farm) and Kromdraai 209.  We attempted to 
administer as many questionnaires as possible to the owners and occupants.  
 
According to the information we gathered, Rhenosterfontein 210, Leeuwdrift 81, Klipdrift 80 and 
a large part of Leeuwdraai 211 are owned by Mr Venter, and are managed by Mr Willem Eloff.  
The bigger part of Springfontein 213 is owned by Mr Hans Sittel while Vergenoeg Mining 
Company (Pty) Ltd has a lease at Kromdraai 209, owned by Prinsloo Family Trust. 
 
Access was very difficult in the whole of this area.  We had only been given two contact people – 
Mr Hans Sittel (012 735 1632) and Leon (012 735 1272/082 469 2946).  On 19 September 
Mr Sittel was contacted and he gave us permission to interview his manager, Mr Louis Nienaber, 
on his behalf.  Fortunately, he became available while the interviews were being conducted and 
we managed to complete an interview with him.  Mr Sittel accompanied us to Savanna Lodge 
which operates from his farm and is owned by Mr Joachim Lawrence (012 735 1965/072 355 
7700).  We were able to interview the manager of Savannah Lodge with the permission of the 
owner. 
 
Mr Leon referred us to Ms Miriam Makhubela (012 808 5131) who in turn referred us to Mr 
Albert Mabunda (083 785 6406).  Mr Mabunda agreed to accompany us to the various farms on 
26 September.  We travelled to Leeuwdraai, Kromdraai and Rhenosterfontein.  Most of the farms 
or portions we visited were vacant or the gates were locked. 
 
At portions 12 & 13 Leeuwdraai we found the gates locked and at portion 14 we could not find 
anyone even though we travelled all the way to the residence area.  We found 5 people on portion 
3-4, 4 Blacks and 1 white, fixing a fence.  We spoke to Mr Marais Groenewald, the manager, who 
said that he would speak to his boss, Mr Gavin Smith, to ask him for his consent.  He refused to 
give us Mr Smith‟s contact number, saying that we should call the following day about the results.  
We then went to Kromdraai 209, Vergenoeg Mine, only to find that Mr Dennis Cook (the 
manager) was on leave; but the technical manager, Mr Basie Fourie, was available to be 
interviewed. 
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Mr Mabunda also took the team to Rhenosterfontein.  We were not able to speak to Mr Willem 
Eloff, the manager, in person but had to communicate through an intercom.  Mr Eloff asked to see 
the questionnaires as well as the Dinokeng pamphlets.  The questionnaires were delivered to a Mr 
Gert Brits and we were asked to call Mr Brits the following morning when he would have had the 
opportunity to read the documents.  When we contacted Mr Eloff (012 711 0562) the following 
morning he indicated that he would have to speak to his employer, Mr Venter.  He further 
indicated that Mr Venter is not always interested in such issues but that he would contact us when 
he received further instructions. 
 
We also completed an interview with Mr Marais Groenewald at a portion of the farm Leeuwdraai. 
However, while we were completing interviews with some of the workers accompanying him, Mr 
Gavin Smith, the owner of the farm, arrived and refused to permit any further interviews to take 
place.  He indicated that only he could give permission for interviews to be conducted on his 
property and that he was not interested in granting such permission.  He further indicated that the 
government is only interested in having rich people from China and America as shareholders, and 
that these people would come and buy their farms.  He also emphasised that Dinokeng will not 
work because visitors will not travel freely as in some cases they will have to go through farms 
whose owners are opposing the scheme. 
 
We also went to another portion in Springfontein owned by a Mr Brits.  Although the main gate 
was locked we managed to obtain entry through one of the side gates.  The farm is managed by Mr 
Pretorius.  Although our initial contact with Mrs Pretorius was promising, Mr Pretorius was less 
pleased to find us on his farm.  He indicated forcefully that we were endangering our lives by 
visiting farms without making the necessary arrangements in advance.  Although we gave 
information about Dinokeng he was not keen on completing an interview and referred us to his 
boss, Mr Brits.  We were not able to contact Mr Brits (013 665 1576) since he was in the United 
States. 
Questionnaire problems encountered in the field  
Questions 10 & 14: This information was mostly totally unknown to most of the occupants.  
They generally provided the name of the leaseholder instead of the farm 
name. 
Question 13: Here they mostly mentioned the leaseholder as the registered owner of the 
farm  
Questions 15 & 16: The occupants mainly know about the small area on which they reside. 
Therefore it was difficult to know whether or not the whole or part of the 
land is used.  They were also unclear about the boundaries. 
Question 18: They did not feel they had authority to change the use of the land, so 
therefore could not plan for changes. 
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Question 19: As in the case of the leaseholders‟ questionnaire, estimations were done 
when calculating distances. 
Question 24: For most occupants it was the first time that they had heard about Dinokeng 
Project  
Question 27: Some the respondents interviewed would like to be part of the process but 
they were not sure how they could do this.  They would just tell us that they 
would like to take any job they could be involved in. 
Questions 28 to 31: Not much could be obtained from the occupants on these questions, as they 
had no knowledge about the subject  
Questions 73 & 74: Occupants complained mainly about their salaries but were happy about the 
treatment they received from their employers. 
Questions 75 to 78: Mostly, no comments about income were given, even after trying to probe  
OCCUPANTS AT ONVERWACHT 
We were introduced to Gilbert Thoambisa, the Chairperson of the CPA.  A member of the CPA, 
Patricia Machobane took us on a tour of Onverwacht and explained how the plots had been 
divided.  According to her some plots are occupied by individuals who claim that they have 
inherited them from their predecessors.  There is a very old thatched house within the settlement 
that is still occupied and some residents think that it may be 100 years old. 
 
All of the occupants on the neighbouring farms, Ellison and Steynberg (known as Kanana by the 
Onverwacht community) had been removed some time ago and we were told that there are no 
occupants on those farms.  Very few households were listed as members of CPA. 
 
Most of the community complained that they are unemployed. There is a communal agricultural 
farm, but it is not doing very well.  We interviewed a random sample of the occupants, using five 
carefully chosen starting points within the community and a sampling interval of every 5
th
 home.   
 
While touring the area, we took the GPS coordinates of where the settlement itself (rectangular 
shaped) is situated on the farm.  The records are as follows: 
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Northern side Western side 
25.59349S 25.60246S 
28.59914E 28.59913E 
  
Eastern side Southern side 
25.59802S 25.60970S 
28.60147E 28.60732E 
OWNERS PHASES A, B AND C (CORE AREAS 3, 1 AND 2) 
For the purposes of this survey, owners were defined as the owner, his/her spouse or the manager 
of the property.  
 
An attempt was made to interview all owners falling within all three Phases.  An Afrikaans-
speaking fieldworker set up the interviews in Phases A and B2 (Core Areas 3 and 1) 
telephonically.  The owners interviewed were J Coetzee, A Glasser, the manager of 
N van Huyssteen‟s farm, J Marincowitz, P Wolvaart, W Basson and the manager of W Saayman‟s 
farm.  In all but two of these cases we were also allowed access to the occupants living on the 
farm. 
 
The land belonging to the South African Airforce falls under Col. Hannes Potgieter who was not 
available for an interview during the time period of the survey.  Other SA Airforce personnel were 
not willing to be interviewed for the survey.   
 
G Erichsen, the only private landowner in Phase B (Core 1) refused to be interviewed for the 
survey. 
 
In Phase C (Core Area 2) we attempted to interview as many landowners or their managers as we 
could contact.  Although we managed to interview a considerable number of occupants in this 
area, we only managed to interview one owner (Hans Sittel) and two farm managers 
(M Groenewald and R Fourie).  The problems encountered here are mentioned above in the 
section dealing with occupants in Phase C (Core 2). 
CONSERVANCY OWNERS 
The conservancy owners interview process was conducted by Jean du Plessis of the Dinokeng 
Tenure Security Team and the results processed by C A S E.  Conservancy owners were contacted 
by post and asked to fill in and post back a questionnaire.  We received 56 out of 390 
questionnaires.  The fact that the questionnaires were self-administered means that in some cases 
respondents have left out sections which they did not want to answer without giving any reasons 
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for doing so.  An additional batch of 14 late questionnaires was accepted for inclusion in the data 
sets, but has not been analysed in this report. 
CLAIMANTS 
The claimants interview process was conducted by Jean du Plessis of the Dinokeng Tenure 
Security Team and the results processed by C A S E.  Of the multiple land claims, it was decided 
to interview appointed community representatives for two of the claimant groups, namely the 
Wallmannsthal and Ellison-Steynberg land claims.  These two groups were contacted through the 
office of the Regional Land Claims Commissioner (RLCC).  The representatives declined to be 
interviewed as individuals, but agreed to jointly complete the Dinokeng Tenure Survey on behalf 
of their respective claimant group. Their designation as claimants denotes that they have lodged a 
claim in terms of the Restitution of Land Rights Act to land within the Dinokeng Study Area and 
intend to get land rights on a particular land parcel, unless they accept an alternative form of 
redress.  Although the number of claimants contacted was insufficient to attempt any statistical 
analysis of the survey responses, their replies do begin to reveal the concerns and hopes of land 
claimants in regard to the Dinokeng project.  We made an undertaking to the claimants to show 
them the finalised interview reports.  As there has not yet been an opportunity to do this, the 
section on claimants should be considered as a draft. 
LOCATION OF INTERVIEWS 
The following maps show the location of interviews which were done with owners and managers, 
leaseholders, occupants and claimants in the three Phases.  Attempts have been made to locate the 
interviews as accurately as possible, but where this has not been possible due to the lack of GPS 
coordinates, the location of the farm has been chosen as a representation.  As mentioned above, 
many of the leaseholders were not interviewed on their farms, and therefore GPS coordinates were 
not taken.  
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● LANDOWNERS 
▲ OCCUPANTS 
Figure 1: Landowners and Occupants Phase A 
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Figure 2: Leaseholders Phase B 
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Figure 3: Occupants Phase B
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■ LANDOWNERS 
● OCCUPANTS 
Figure 4: Landowners and Occupants Phase C 
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Figure 5: Conservancies 
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Figure 6: Onverwacht Occupants (39 Interviews) 
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Figure 7: Claimant Representatives from Wallmannsthal and Ellison-Steynberg 
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REPORT ON OWNERS: DINOKENG PHASES A, B AND C (CORE AREAS 3, 1 AND2) 
OWNERS: PHASE A (CORE 3) 
There were insufficient owners to attempt any statistical analysis of their responses.  However, the 
responses obtained represent 7 out of the 8 owners in Phase A (Core 3) and these can be viewed as 
a good indicator of their concerns and hopes for the project. 
 
Six out of the seven landowners interviewed in Phase A (Core 3) agreed with the proposed vision 
of Dinokeng.  Only one owner disagreed and predicted “a lot of trouble ahead”, probably because 
he is a cattle farmer and does not want to become involved in the project.  He acquired his land in 
1975, lives on the land and has no occupants or farm workers living on the land.  His farm 
workers live away from the land and are transported to work each day.  He believes that the 
Dinokeng project is sure to lead to job losses.  He was also not willing to discuss his income or 
what he spent each month. 
 
All of the other owners agreed with the Dinokeng vision.  Of these, 5 wanted to participate in the 
project, and only 1 was not sure of this.  The owner who felt he was not sure however still felt that 
he would benefit from the project. 
 
When asked how they would like to participate in the project, the answers included: 
Would like part of the farm for game 
Want to increase our tourism 
Want to be part of Dinokeng 
Local people should be involved in the planning process of the project 
 
The owners gave varied responses to the question about what would work best about the 
Dinokeng project: 
The conservation of the area, especially the dam and the reserve; 
Proper management of the area; 
More jobs, more income, increased tourism; 
If you get full cooperation and 4 of the big 5; 
If the planning is done properly and the needs of the people are considered, 
informed and educated about the project. 
 
The areas of the project that would not work were: 
People who are not in game farming will not benefit; 
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Poor people would be excluded and there would not be sufficient funding; 
Poor management; 
Bad management and poor funding; 
Cattle and game cannot be together; 
If government and occupants do not work together. 
 
The suggestions to government about the Dinokeng project included: 
We must work together or else it won‟t work; 
A well planned budget; 
Central organisation; 
People on the ground should be informed about the project. 
 
Landowners not surprisingly reported that they used Eskom electricity, borehole water, had proper 
sanitation, and their houses had brick or stone walls.  Only two of the respondents did not live on 
the land.  
 
The numbers of other households on the land ranged between none and nine.  The relationships 
with these occupants were generally very good and no problematic relationships were reported.  
The respondents also felt that Dinokeng would have a positive effect on their relationship with the 
occupants on their land since: 
… there will be work creation; 
It will enhance their position if the project takes off the ground; 
[Dinokeng will] create jobs; 
It [Dinokeng] will help improve the lives of the occupants. 
 
The relationships with occupants on the nearby land were also very positive and there were no 
land-related problems reported. 
 
Owners were reluctant to talk about income either from the land or other income.  
 
All the owners bar one wanted to receive further information on the project. 
 
Under “Other Remarks” the following was said: 
Dinokeng can be an effective form of building the area into a potential tourism 
destination with spin-offs like work creation, safety and security and wealth creation 
for all.  The bottom line however, is a well-defined strategy that can be implemented 
hand in hand with an adequately balanced budget for all activities  
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Occupants are staying on the farm without paying rent and services and workers are 
given food parcels on top of their salaries.  The authorities must consider these 
things when they look at their salaries.  There is also a very good relationship 
between the farmers and the workers/occupants which the government must improve 
and not jeopardise. 
Consultants must come to people to properly inform them about the project since the 
project is foreign to them. 
If Dinokeng is a land reform program the interviewee won‟t be party to it. 
People should not be left behind in the process of planning for the project. 
Before investing in the development of Dinokeng, one must have an indication of the 
success of such a project. 
One will need the cooperation of all the residents of the area or it will not succeed. 
Proper game management and game conservation practices will have to be 
implemented. 
Very strict security measures will have to be implemented. 
The project must improve the area and not bring misery to the occupants.  I don‟t 
think that the project will benefit cattle and agricultural farmers 
OWNERS: PHASE B (CORE 1) 
The only owner in Phase B (Core Area 1) refused to be interviewed. (See Methodology section 
above). 
OWNERS: PHASE C (CORE 2) 
Only three Phase C (Core 2) owners were interviewed.  A statistical analysis of their responses is 
therefore impossible, however their responses give an indication of the possible concerns and 
hopes for the project of the owners in this area.   
 
All three landowners/managers interviewed in Phase C (Core 2) agreed with the proposed vision 
for Dinokeng and expressed an interest in becoming involved in the project.  However one of the 
managers said that he would first like to receive more details about the project before he decides 
how to become involved.  He also said that he was not sure whether he would benefit from the 
project.  The other owners said that they would like to be involved by managing game or as game 
ranch owners. 
 
While two respondents said that all of the land was being used, one reported that only half of the 
land was currently being used.  Two of the farms (Springfontein and Leeuwdraai) are being used 
for conservation and game farming and the other (Kromdraai) is used for mining. 
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Kromdraai has 40 residential buildings on the land and two units for guest accommodation.  
Springfontein has 3 residential buildings, 2 used for guest accommodation and one used for 
conferences or as a dining facility.  Leeuwdraai only has two residential buildings on the land.  All 
of the farms receive electricity from the main grid and have access to piped water and flush toilets. 
 
Only the manager of Kromdraai had made improvements to his dwelling that he had paid for 
himself.  Those included fixing the roof, the plumbing, adding new rooms, painting walls and 
obtaining electricity supply to the dwelling.   
 
Sacred areas were reported only on Springfontein – a gravesite on the land.  This site is not 
presently being used but is visited by family members.  The owner of Springfontein and the 
manager of Leeuwdraai also mentioned that their farms are conservation areas as they are game 
ranches. 
 
Only two of the respondents had heard of the project before the date of the interview.  One of the 
respondents had heard of it „on the land‟ while the other had attended a workshop and read about 
it in the newspaper.   
 
Respondents identified the aspects of the project that would work best as: 
Game ranch will be near to the people 
Tourist venture 
It will boost the economy 
 
Only one respondent made a suggestion to government about the Dinokeng project: 
Keep on going ahead with the project without hesitation 
 
All three respondents asked to be kept informed about the project and that further information 
should be sent to them at their postal addresses. 
 
The number of other households on the land ranged from 5 at Leeuwdraai, to 10 at Springfontein 
and 27 at Kromdraai.  All of these other households consisted of workers who worked on the land.  
The relationship with these occupants was good and no problematic relationships were reported.  
The respondents also generally felt that the Dinokeng project would have a positive effect on the 
relationship with the occupants on their land.  One of the respondents indicated that Dinokeng 
would: 
… improve [the] living standards of farm workers.  They will get better salaries. 
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No land related problems with the occupants on the nearby land were reported.  The manager of 
Leeuwdraai said the relationship was “excellent”. 
 
While both managers said they received income for their households from “formal employment” 
(work as managers of the farms), the land owner said that he received income from the land, from 
informal employment, from game farming and from accommodation for tourists.  His main 
income was from enterprises off the land. 
 
The only additional remark made about Dinokeng was: 
Dinokeng Project is a good idea because it will keep the money in the province.  The 
mining will support the initiative. 
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REPORT ON CONSERVANCY OWNERS 
The Conservancy questionnaire, which was sent by post to owners within the Conservancy Area, 
yielded a return of 56 out of 390 questionnaires. 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Of the 56 respondents, 50 were male and 5 were female. One person did not answer this question. 
The male respondents were on average 52 years of age whereas the female respondents were on 
average 44 years of age.  
 
 Frequency Percent 
Afrikaans  41 75% 
English  12 22% 
Other 2 4% 
Total 55 100% 
Table 1: Home language 
The largest proportion of respondents speak Afrikaans as their home language (75%) and the 
remainder largely speak English as their home language. 
 
 Frequency %  
Income from the land (includes a business on the land) 5 10 
State Transfers (e.g. pensions) 8 17 
Wages from formal employment 24 50 
Income from outside the household 5 10 
Income from other enterprises off the land 3 6 
Other 3 6 
Total 48 100 
Table 2: What is your household’s MAIN source of regular income? 
The main source of household income is received from formal employment. For just under a fifth 
of respondents state transfers, such as pensions, are their main source of income.  
 
Households reported an average expenditure of R 3,979 per month. The largest components of 
household expenditure were: 
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Item 
Average monthly 
expenditure 
Proportion of total 
expenditure 
Transport  R766 16% 
Telephone and electricity  R738 16% 
Food  R673 14% 
Farming expenses R635 14% 
Table 3: Key components of household expenditure 
LAND DETAILS 
Registered owner Frequency % 
Individual 43 86 
Trust  3 6 
Company/game lodge 3 6 
Don't Know/No response 1 2 
Total 50 100% 
Table 4: Name of registered owner of land 
Almost 90% of the land in the conservancy area is owned by individuals.  Relatively small 
proportions are owned by a trust or a company. 
 
Total use of land Frequency % 
All of it 39 74 
Approximately three quarters 3 6 
Approximately half 3 6 
Approximately one quarter 5 9 
Less than one quarter 3 6 
Total 53 100 
Table 5: What proportion of the land is currently being used? 
The majority of respondents (74%) said that all of the land is being used, and just a tenth (9%) 
said that approximately a quarter of the land is used.  
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Main use (combined first and second mentions) % 
Residential 28% 
Conservation/game farm 26% 
Grazing 25% 
Agriculture 13% 
Recreation/tourism/accommodation 4% 
Feed lot/battery 2% 
Subsistence farming  1% 
Agro processing  1% 
Other  1% 
Table 6: Main uses of land 
The largest proportion of respondents use their land for residential purposes.  However, substantial 
proportions of respondents use their land for some form of farming (42%) or conservation/game 
farming (26%). 
 
Plan for changes Frequency % 
Yes  16 30 
No 38 70 
Total 54 100 
Table 7: Are you planning any changes in your use of the land? 
Of the sixteen respondents who were planning to change the use of their land in the future, eight 
were planning to use it for tourism, the rest wanted to go into specialised farming such as growing 
cactus plants, grazing or for starting some sort of business.  
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Distance in Km from nearest… Average distance  Greatest distance 
…School 17 50 
…Hospital 23 56 
…Clinic 20 56 
…Traditional Healer 13 22 
…Post Office 18 45 
…Police Station 15 30 
…Shop 8 35 
…Taxi Stop 7 20 
…Bus Stop 7 20 
…Pension Pay Point 11 22 
Table 8: Distance to nearest facilities (in km) 
The majority of facilities are relatively close by for most respondents. Medical facilities are least 
accessible because of the greater distance, but still within comfortable reach. 
 
Most common mode of transport to… Transport 
…School Car (97%) or on foot (3%) 
…Hospital Car (100%) 
…Clinic Car (100%) 
…Traditional Healer Car (83%) don‟t know (17%)  
…Post Office Car (100%)  
…Police Station Car (100%) 
…Shop Car (100%) 
…Taxi Stop Car (80%), on foot (13%), don‟t know (7%) 
…Bus Stop Car (80%), on foot (13%), don‟t know (7%) 
…Pension Pay Point Car (100%)  
Table 9: Most common mode of transport to facilities 
Respondents generally use a car when they need to make use of facilities in the area. Not many 
people walked to these facilities and it is possible that the use of cars might be linked to the 
greater distance of facilities.  
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MIGRATION PATTERNS 
Length of residence on land 
Length of residence Frequency % 
Less than a year 4 9 
One to five years 15 33 
Six to 10 years 7 16 
11 to 15 years 2 4 
Over 15 years 17 38 
Total 45 100 
Table 10: Length of residence on this land 
Forty-seven of the 56 conservancy respondents lived on the land.  Only 4 respondents (9%) had 
lived on their land for less than a year. The largest proportion of occupants had lived on the land 
for more than 10 years. On average, respondents have lived on the land for 12 years. 
INFRASTRUCTURE ON LAND 
Construction type and size of main building 
Most dwellings (63%) had six or more rooms.  
 
Number of rooms Frequency % 
2 2 5 
3 4 11 
4/5 8 21 
6+ 24 63 
Total 38 100 
Table 11: Size of current dwelling 
The majority of houses in the conservancy area appear to be relatively spacious and well built, 
with brick walls and zinc roofs.  
Improvements to the infrastructure (dwelling) on the land  
Four fifths (81%) of the 47 respondents living on the land claim that they made improvements to 
their dwelling or the land since they started living on this land. 
 
 Eighty-nine percent of respondents had fixed the roofs of their dwellings. Two-fifths 
claimed that they paid to have this done.  
 Of the 81% that fixed the plumbing in the dwelling only a third had paid for it themselves.  
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 Sixty-seven percent added additional rooms to the dwelling, and only a quarter paid for 
this addition. 
 Almost 90% of respondents had painted their dwelling and just over two fifths had paid for 
this improvement.  
 The majority of respondents (81%) installed a new irrigation system and only 29% paid for 
it themselves.  
 Just under a quarter (73%) put new fencing around their land. A third (34%) claimed that 
they paid to have this done.  
 Over three-quarters (78%) had upgraded the roads on their land and only 29% paid for this 
themselves.  
 Of the 70% that build new storage facilities on their land, 29% paid for it. 
 Sixty-four percent of respondents had electricity installed and one-quarter of these 
respondents had paid for this installation.  
Number and type of buildings 
According to the Conservancy respondents, there are an average of 2 residential buildings on the 
land.  Eight respondents stated that there was a meeting hall/dining hall/chalet/paying guest 
accommodation on the land.  Another 3 indicated that there are 8, 9 and 22 of these buildings on 
their land.  These last 3 respondents may have misinterpreted the question and considered the 
entire area rather than simply their own land.  In terms of conference buildings/separate dining 
rooms and related facilities, 3 respondents stated that they had one such building on their land.  
Another 3 stated that there were 2, 5 and 8 of these buildings.   
 
Thirty-six respondents reported that there was at least one non-residential building on the land, 
and 16 stated that there were 3 or more such buildings on the land.  The large majority (87%) of 
respondents said that the main type of building material used in the construction of these 
residential dwellings was brick, with stone being the only other material that was mentioned. 
 
The large majority (87%) of respondents said that the main type of building material used in the 
construction of these residential dwellings was brick and the remaining 13% said stone was used.   
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Availability of irrigation, fencing, storage, electricity and telephones 
 
Available infrastructure % Frequency 
Irrigation 54% 30 
Fencing 73% 41 
Storage 46% 26 
Electricity 91% 51 
Telephones (Telkom) 75% 42 
Cell-phone reception 78% 44 
Other 7% 4 
Table 12: Available infrastructure on the land 
Irrigation facilities generally consist of water pipelines or boreholes.  The storage facilities are 
generally described as small structures constructed from corrugated iron.  Most of the electricity 
appears to be supplied by Eskom.  Three quarters of the Conservancy respondents have Telkom 
phones installed, and cell phone reception appears to be relatively good.  Other infrastructure 
included new boreholes, roads and radio reception.  Cell-phone reception might be higher than the 
specified figure, since it will obviously only be noticed by actual cell-phone users.  
Energy sources for cooking, heating and lighting 
 Lighting Cooking Heating 
Energy source N % N % N % 
Electricity from grid 48 98 40 87 36 86 
Electricity from generator 1 2 1 2 0 0 
Gas 0 0 5 11 1 2 
Candles 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Paraffin 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Wood 0 0 0 0 4 10 
Total 49 100 46 100 42 100 
Table 13: Energy sources 
Almost all of the respondents said they use electricity from a grid for lighting; a vast majority used 
energy from the same source for cooking and heating. Just over a tenth used gas for cooking while 
a similar proportion used wood for heating.  Almost all of the respondents pay for these services.  
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Access to water, sanitation and refuse removal 
 
Water source Frequency % 
Flowing river/stream 1 2 
Borehole 31 60 
Piped internal 16 31 
Piped yard tap 1 2 
Water vendor 3 6 
Total 52 100 
Table 14: Access to water 
The largest proportion of respondents obtain their water from boreholes, followed by almost a 
third who have access to piped water. The remainder receive their water from a water vendor or a 
flowing river or stream. The majority of respondents (67%) indicated that they have to pay for 
their water.  
 
Sanitation Frequency % 
Flush toilet (septic tank) 47 98 
Flush toilet (sewage system)  1 2 
Total 48 100 
Table 15: Access to sanitation 
All respondents have access to a flush toilet. Only 14% of occupants indicated that they have to 
pay for access to sanitation.  
 
Just over half of the occupants said that there was no refuse removal, and that they disposed of 
their rubbish in a pit. Just over a third had their refuse removed at least once per month while the 
remaining 7% had their refuse removed less than once a month.  
 
 
Access to: 
Electricity (N) Water (N) Sanitation (N) 
Will provide myself 7 9 13 
Applied to local authority 1 2 1 
No arrangements 1 2 2 
Table 16: Arrangements to receive access to formal services 
One respondent had applied to the local council to receive access to electricity, while another 
seven stated that they would provide electricity themselves.  In terms of accessing water, two had 
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applied to the local authority and nine were going to make their own arrangements.  Thirteen 
respondents had made their own arrangements to access sanitation, and only one had applied to 
the local authority.  No mention was made of further arrangements to gain access to refuse 
removal. 
EXISTENCE OF UNIQUE AREAS 
Unique area On farm Nearby 
Conservation area 29 52% 17 30% 
Historical site 3 5% 6 11% 
Sacred area (incl. graves) 2 4% 5 9% 
Archaeological site 2 4% 1 2% 
Other 4 7% 7 13% 
Table 17: Unique areas on the land or nearby 
The most common unique areas on both the respondents‟ farms and nearby land are conservation 
areas, in the form of nature reserves.  Sacred areas include graves and an Italian cross, and 
historical sites include museums.  The archaeological sites include an extinct riverbed, ground 
formations and a mine.  
 
INFORMATION ON OTHER HOUSEHOLDS ON THE LAND 
Number of other households Frequency % 
None 22 39 
One other household 16 29 
Two other households 13 23 
Three other households 3 5 
Four or more households  2 4 
Total 56 100 
Table 18: Number of other households on the land 
According to the respondents, an average of 1 other household lives on the land.  Almost two 
thirds (61%) had at least one other household on the land, and 32% had at least two other 
households.  One owner/manager indicated that as many as 12 other households lived on the land.  
 
The majority of these other households belong to workers on the land.  Only three respondents 
indicated that the other households on the land were renting from them, while in the rest of the 
cases the households appeared to belong to extended family members. 
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INFORMATION ON LAND TENURE 
 Frequency % 
Yes 35 67 
No 17 33 
Total 52 100 
Table 19: Are you aware of the government’s housing subsidy programme? 
There was a fairly high level of knowledge (67%) about the government housing subsidy 
programme. 
Tenure status 
Are you … Frequency % 
Owner of this land? 46 85 
Formal leaseholder of this land? 2 4 
Manager of this land?  2 4 
Spouse/relation of one of the above? 2 4 
Other 2 4 
Total 54 100 
Table 20: Status of occupant in relation to the land 
Eighty-five percent of the respondents in the Conservancy area own the land that they live on.  
RELATIONSHIP WITH OCCUPANTS ON LANDOWNERS LAND 
 Frequency % 
Yes 27 48 
No 29 52 
Total 56 100 
Table 21: Are there any occupants (other than members of your household) on your land? 
About half of the interviewed conservancy members claimed that there were occupants in addition 
to the members of their household living on their land. 
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 Frequency % 
Good relationship 13 48 
Employees/family of employees 7 26 
Family of respondent 2 7 
No response 3 11 
Other 2 7 
Total 27 100 
Table 22: Describe the relationship with these occupants on your land 
Half of these conservancy members stated that their relationship with these occupants was good.  
Seven respondents said that the occupants were employees/workers on the land or their families, 
while 3 respondents said that members of their own families lived on the land but in separate 
households. 
 
None of the respondents claimed outright to have negative relationships with the occupants, but 3 
of them did not describe the relationship.  Two respondents gave answers that appeared to be 
unrelated to the question. 
 
When asked if they had any land-related problems with these occupants, only 3 conservancy 
respondents had any complaints.  One respondent said that the occupants were temporary residents 
only and had permanent homes elsewhere.  Another said that they had bought the occupants a plot 
of land elsewhere and were assisting them to build a house for when their work contract expires.  
Another stated that he/she was currently involved in legal proceedings to remove illegal occupants 
from his/her land.  Yet another complained that the occupants were using his/her land for cattle 
grazing without payment. 
Geen inwoners woon tydelik hulle het permanente woning elders 
Het vir hulle „n erf gekoop en gehelp om „n huis elders te bou as hulle kontrak verby is 
Besig met voorwaardes vir ontruiming deur die mense wat onwettig daar woon d.m.v. ons 
prokureurs. 
Gebruik grond vir beweiding deur eie vee sonder vergoeding. 
 
The respondent currently involved in legal proceedings did not offer any solution to his land-
related problems.  The respondent who had complained about the free use of his/her land said the 
solution lay in training and in human relationships and that the government “should not give a 
fish, but teach how to catch fish; don't give bread, teach how to bake bread”.  
Moenie „n vis gee nie leer hom om vis te vang moenie n brood gee nie leer hom om brood te bak. 
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The third respondent who said it was unfair that occupants were allowed to live on the land said 
that every person should have the right to their own property and should not make claims to that 
belonging to another.  He suggested that the government must make state land available to those 
who do not have any. 
Oplossing is dat elke persoon die reg moet he om sy eie eindom te kan besit en nie aanspraak 
maak op [„n ander sin nie]. 
Die regering moet grond in sy besit beskikbaar stel vir persone wat nie het nie. 
 
One respondent, who did not claim to have any land-related problems with occupants on his/her 
land, suggested that the government should „do away with the law on security of tenure so that it 
will again be safe to allow people to come onto your land‟. 
Die wet op verblyf sekerheid afskaf dat dit weer veilig word om mense op jou grond te [laat] kom. 
 
The respondent who complained about the law giving tenure security to occupants, said that if the 
government was prepared to listen to reason, dialogue would be possible. 
As die regering bereid is om na rede te luister, kan gesprek gevoer word. 
 
 Frequency % 
None/no response 19 70 
Positive influence 4 15 
No opportunity for extra income 1 4 
Try to teach occupants about their privileges instead of their rights 1 4 
They might not have the same views as the Dinokeng landowners 1 4 
If the project is implemented meaningfully and consistently it can only 
have a positive effect on relationships 
1 4 
Total 27 100 
Table 23: Describe the possible effects of the Dinokeng Project on your relationship with the 
occupants on your land 
The majority of respondents did not anticipate any impact of the Dinokeng Project on their 
relationship with the occupants on their land.  One who said that it would have no impact also said 
that he/she would not participate unless the risk was made lower.  Four respondents felt it would 
improve the relationship, because „everybody will benefit‟ and because the project might „improve 
quality of life‟. Another four responses were either ambiguous or qualified. 
Geen kans vir ekstra inkomste. 
Poog inwoners hulle voorregte te leer eerder wat is hulle regte. 
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Hulle mag dalk nie dieselfde siening he as Dinokeng grondeienaars nie. 
Indien die projek sinvol en konsekwent toegepas word kan die uitwerking op verhoudings slegs 
positief [wees] 
RELATIONSHIP WITH OCCUPANTS ON NEARBY LAND 
 Frequency Percent 
No response 23 41 
No problem (refers mainly to neighbours, but also workers) 27 48 
No relationship 2 4 
Negative relationship 4 7 
Total 56 100 
Table 24: Relationship with occupants of NEARBY land 
When talking about the „occupants‟ of nearby land, most respondents appeared to talk about other 
farm owners/managers, rather than workers etc. living on that land.  Twenty-three respondents did 
not answer the question. 
 
Only 4 respondents had objections to the occupants living on nearby land.  Two complained about 
a squatter camp in the vicinity, and one respondent said that the occupants on his neighbours' land 
lived in accommodation that was an eyesore.  The fourth conservancy member stated that the 
occupant of the adjacent property was running an illegal dog breeding business. 
Refilwe plakkers kamp 2 km van grond. 
Rondom naby gelee woongebied in informele behuisings gebied. 
Inwoners op my bure se grond woon in bouvallige akkommodasie wat „n seer is vir die oog dit is 
oorbev[olk]. 
 
Land-related problems with these occupants on nearby land were named as: 
Nie op hierdie stadium nie grond eise is nog nie toegestaan nie 
As die grondeis suksesvol is en die nuwe bewoners begin plak op die grond dan gaan daar 
probleme opduik 
As die grondeis suksesvol is en die nuwe bewoners begin plak op die grond dan gaan daar 
probleme opd[uik]. 
Dog breeding and hunting; 
Enkele rondloper honde [en] draadstrikke. 
Crime in the area, trespassing and theft (2);. 
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Onwettige betreding van grond - reeds omheingsmateriaal (draad pale en hekke) gesteel.  
Diefstal van groente en vrugte.  Brandstigting en inbrake in omgewing. 
Ongedienste informele behuising. 
Ons boer teen aan mekaar amper geen privaatheid. 
Road issues - neighbours claimed a short cut through our property. 
We had a road issue with our neighbours. 
Subletting of rooms to casuals, temporary inhabitants and people not employed in area.  I suspect 
that land tenure issues have not been addressed. 
 
Possible solutions to these problems were named as: 
Die akkommodasie sanitasie en waterstelsel behoort opgegradeer en uitgebrei te word om soveel 
inwoners te kan huisves. 
Die grond het „n lae landbou potensiaal [maar „n] baie hoe toerisme potensiaal.  Ekologies 
ongerep … ekologies baie sensitief vir enige behuising. 
Die plakkers moet verantwoondelik gemaak word vir skande veroorsaak.   
Polisie moet hulle plig begin doen. 
Duidelike afbakening van natuurbewarings en residensiele grond. 
Skraap van brandstroke en paaie. 
Enforce current legislation on numbers of dwellings, building requirements, tenants, liquor etc. 
Educate all sectors of the community with respect to land tenure issues. 
Lewensvatbare aktiviteite bestaan nie. 
Remove dog breeders. 
Remove [illegal occupants] to more appropriate area, declare illegal/prohibit 
Road issue - government could have got more involved and supported us more. 
Verskaffing van water sanitasie en vullisverwydering. 
We had to go to court to solve [our problem and] it took 3 years. 
 
When asked about what the government should do, respondents suggested that: 
As voordeur tot die Dinokeng vanaf N1 [by] Wallmanstal moet die regering standpunt inneem tot 
die prioriteit en die projek met goeie besigheidsplanne. 
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Die regering kan basiese huisvesting en die nodige geriewe teen billike tariewe verskaf. Asook 
vervoer waar nodig. Asook opleiding. 
Enforce current legislation on numbers of dwellings, building requirements, tenants liquor etc. 
Boost policing in area to restore a culture of order. 
Enforce existing by-laws or amend as necessary. 
Om al die grond gesamentlik te koop. 
Road [dispute] - government could have supported more. 
To show some involvement e.g. game loan schemes, fencing. 
[Plaas] vestiging nader aan groter sentra, waar infrastruktuur en werk meer beskikbaar is. 
Weer begin optree teen persone wat onwettig op plase woon. 
 
As a personal contribution, respondents suggested they could: 
Assist in education process to best of abilities, resources. 
Die polisie inlig van oortredings. 
Education - involvement in conservancy events. 
Mense te motiveer en in te lig waaroor Dinokeng gaan en wat dit vir die toekoms en nageslag kan 
beteken. 
Negotiate. 
Organiseer oor gebied. 
Waar moontlik kan ek help met opleiding. 
We eventually [went] to court to solve [our problems]. 
Werkskepping met besigheidsplanne, aandeelhouding en opleiding. 
Bewerkstellig „n groot toegangshek met besighede op die Wallmannsthal pad – kan bestuur. 
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 Frequency % 
No response 29 52 
No impact 11 20 
Positive impact 12 21 
Negative impact 2 4 
Other 2 4 
Total 56 100 
Table 25: Describe the possible effects of the Dinokeng Project on your relationship with occupants 
of nearby land 
The majority of respondents who had an opinion about the matter felt that the Dinokeng project 
would be beneficial for relationships in the area. 
Collective action to provide tourism related activities. 
Daar behoort meer werkgeleenthede te onstaan  wat „n groter inkomste tot gevolg het en dus 
beter huisvesting elders 
Hopelik ook positief - almal sal baat. 
It will help. 
Kan lewenskwaliteit verbeter. 
Positief. 
Some positive moves on the part of government will influence them. 
Strengthen my hand in lobbying local government to do their jobs. 
Ten goed. 
To some of the people who have no work I am sure that some form of skills training would be 
beneficial. 
Verbetering. 
 
Only two conservancy members thought the impact would be negative. 
Sal teenstrydig wees met Dinokeng projek as grondeise toegestaan word op Buffelsdrift. 
Hoë digtheid by Wallmannsthal sal die Afrika gevoel te ver van die stad verplaas wat 
besigheidsplanne riskant sal maak. 
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VIEWS ON THE DINOKENG PROJECT 
 Frequency % 
Yes 49 88 
No 7 12 
Total 56 100 
Table 26: Have you heard of the Dinokeng Project before today? 
The majority (88%) of the respondents had heard of the Dinokeng project.  Most had attended 
public meetings, or had heard about the project via friends, newsletter and newspapers.  
 
Conservancy respondents were asked to read a short statement about the Dinokeng project 
(reproduced below) and asked whether or not they agreed with the proposed vision. 
The Dinokeng Project is aimed at developing a regional nature and culture-based 
tourism plan to stimulate a viable tourist destination in the north eastern quadrant of 
the province. The proposed Dinokeng vision is of a vibrant rural community offering 
tourists a high quality and unique life experience of culture and nature in a safe and 
secure environment and in a sustainable way. The intention is to benefit all 
inhabitants of the area, including the poor and marginalised communities. 
 
Most of the Conservancy respondents (82%) agreed with the proposed vision.  Five were not sure, 
and a further five did not agree with the statement.  Some reasons given for not agreeing included 
preferring one‟s own privacy, and the feeling that master planning does not work. 
Ek hou van privaatheid. 
Meesterbeplanniing werk nie. 
 
Sixty percent of the respondents (32 of 56) indicated that they were willing to become involved in 
the Dinokeng project.  Most of these respondents spoke of being involved in nature conservation 
and several indicated that they were already involved in the project.  Eighteen were not sure about 
becoming involved, and three said that they were not willing to become involved.  The reasons 
respondents gave for not wanting to become involved included time constraints and current work 
commitments. 
Suggestions for the Dinokeng Project 
Respondents were asked whether they had any suggestions to make to the government about the 
Dinokeng project.  The Conservancy responses to this question are reproduced below: 
Advertise more 
Bewaring moet die grondslag bly vir die gebied om a landelike natuurerfnis gebied 
te behou 
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Laat die inwoners besluit wat hulle wil doen. [Dit] moet deur die regering 
ondersteun word 
Die area bewaar vir toerisme 
Die gebied moet hoofsaaklik vir bewaring aangewend word. 
Die regering moet‟n prioriteit maak van [bekamping van] misdaad en veral diefstal 
en aanrandings in die area 
Die regering moet streng wetgewing teen brandstigting bring en dit toepas 
Die regering moet eerstens die gebied oorneem en diefstal, moorde en drasties laat 
afneem 
Encourage local peoples to engage in handcrafts etc 
For all our peoples‟ benefit get this project on track asap 
Geen & laat oor aan Buffelsdrift komitee 
Geld vir die ontwikkeling van Dinokeng projek moet binne die gebied bly 
Gesoneerde areas met meesterplanne in plek wat geordende beplanning weerspieel 
Grondeienaars in die gebied positief te ooreed om saam te werk 
I don‟t trust them 
Meer sinvolle en praktiese vestiging van informele behuising  vir maklike bemarking 
Moet nie my grond vat of op dit bou nie 
„n Meesterplan is iets wat van buite‟ n gebied gedoen word en dan op mense 
afgeforseer word 
Het geen beswaar indien dit in samewerking met die plaaslike bewarea gedoen word 
Nie op hierdie stadium nie 
Omgewings- en toerismebedryf opbou deur die volgende: geen onwettinge plakkery 
Die feit dat julle al die tyd van verblyfsekerheid praat maak my onrustig 
Plakkres sal die hele poging van bewaring en toerisme benadeel 
Please do not threaten or abuse land owners, let the landowners decide what is best 
for themselves 
Priority core area with state funds if necessary 
Reeds gedoen deur Dinokeng forum 
Regering moet onderverdeling van grond vries  
Sal op ander forum volledig terugvoer gee 
Should control any criminal activities 
Should do what they say 
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Should place emphasis on local attractions, skills and attributes, should not import 
attractions & expertise 
The government should make use of as much as possible and co-ordinate any private 
initiatives 
Toepassing van huidige bewaria doelwitte in samewerking met die grondeienaar 
Tourism 
Veiligheid van inwoners en toeriste moet hoe prioriteit geniet  
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REPORT ON LEASEHOLDERS: DINOKENG PHASE B (CORE 1) 
This section contains the results of 43 leaseholder interviews conducted in Dinokeng Phase B 
(Core Area 1). 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Of the 43 respondents, 42 were male and one female.  The interviewed leaseholders were 
predominantly African (95%, 41 respondents) with only 2 white respondents.  The average age of 
the respondents was 54 years.  
 
Area of residence off the land Frequency 
Pieterskraal 3 
KwaLitho 2 
Soshanguve 2 
Almasdrift b 1 
Community 1 
Hammanskraal 1 
KwaMhlanga 1 
KwaNdebele 1 
Mabopane 1 
Mbibane 1 
Pankop 1 
Pretoria 1 
Seabe 1 
Temba Hammanskraal 1 
Vaalbank 1 
Waterval 1 
Witlagte 1 
Total 21 
Table 21: Area of residence of leaseholders not living on the land 
Just over half (51%, 22 respondents) of the leaseholders live on the land they are leasing.  Those 
leaseholders who live on the land have been doing so for an average of 9 years, and some have 
been living there for as long as 15 or 20 years.  The table above indicates the place of residence 
for those leaseholders who do not live on their land. 
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Home language Frequency % 
Ndebele 22 51 
Pedi (N.Sotho) 10 23 
Tswana 7 16 
Afrikaans 2 5 
Zulu 1 2 
Other 1 2 
Total 43 100 
Table 22: Home language of respondent 
The largest proportion of respondents speak Ndebele as their home language.  Relatively few 
speak Zulu as their home language. 
Household income 
Nineteen percent (a total of 8 respondents) of respondents are formally employed, while 58% (25 
respondents) are informally or self-employed.  Only 5 of the leaseholders did not have any formal 
educational qualifications, while 12 of them had Matric or a post-Matric qualification. 
 
Main source of household income Frequency % 
Income from the land 19 46% 
Wages from formal employment 5 12% 
Sale of goods produced within the household 4 10% 
Earnings from informal employment 3 7% 
Income from outside the household 3 7% 
Income from other enterprises off the land 3 7% 
State Transfers (e.g. pension) 2 5% 
Other 2 5% 
Total 41 100% 
Table 23: Household’s MAIN source of income 
The largest proportion of leaseholders claimed that their main source of household income was 
income derived from the land.  Other common sources of income are earnings from formal 
employment and the sale of goods produced within the household.  Compared to occupants, 
relatively few leaseholders rely on state transfers or informal employment as a main source of 
income.  The respondent was not necessarily the main provider of income in their household. 
 
Eighty-four percent of leaseholders claim that income from the land contributes towards 
household income. 
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Annual income 
From land 
(N=37) 
Total  
(N=26) 
R 0 – R 1,000 8% 4% 
R 1,001 – R 5,000 11% 4% 
R 5,001 – R 10,000 27% 8% 
R 10,001 – R15,000 11% 8% 
R 15,001 – R 20,000 5% 8% 
R 20,001 – R 30,000 5% 8% 
R 30,001 – R 40,000 8% 15% 
R 50,001 – R 75,000 11% 8% 
R 75,001 – R 100,000 5% 12% 
R 100,001 – R 150,000 0% 4% 
Don‟t Know 8% 23% 
Total 100% 100% 
Table 24: Approximate annual household income 
All respondents who claim that income from the land contributes towards the household income 
answered the question about the approximate annual income from the land.  However, only 26 
leaseholders chose to disclose their entire annual household income.  One possible explanation for 
this response could be that those 16 leaseholders who specified that income from the land was 
their main source of income rely entirely on this income, and that they did not specify the total 
household income because it would not have varied from the original figure. 
 
Over a quarter (29%) of leaseholders derived an annual income of between R 20,000 and 
R 100,000 from the land, an indication that the leasehold is an important source of income for 
these households. 
 
Leaseholder households reported an average expenditure of R 4,528 per month, or R 54,336 per 
annum.  The five largest household expenditures (accounting for almost 70% of total expenditure) 
were: 
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Item 
Average monthly 
expenditure 
Proportion of total 
expenditure 
Farming expenses (Feed, dip, medication, pesticides) R 989 22% 
Food R 757 17% 
Transport R 624 14% 
Lease on farm R 371 8% 
Clothes and furniture R 332 7% 
Table 25: Five key components of household expenditure 
Together, farming expenses, food and transport account for 53% of household expenditure. 
LAND DETAILS 
The size of land leased varied between 20 and 6200 hectares, with a median size of 204 hectares.  
In almost all cases (86%), all of the land is being used and, in over half of the cases, all of the land 
is being used by the leaseholder‟s household. 
 
 Frequency % 
All of it 25 58% 
Approximately three quarters 2 5% 
Approximately half 6 14% 
Approximately one quarter 4 9% 
Less than one quarter 3 7% 
None 3 7% 
Total 43 100% 
Table 26: How much of the land is being used by YOURSELF AND YOUR HOUSEHOLD? 
We asked respondents to indicate the two main uses of their land. 
 
Main use of land % 
Grazing 65% 
Agriculture 31% 
Conservation/game farm 2% 
Subsistence farming 2% 
Other  2% 
Table 27: Main use of land (combined first and second mentions) 
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Leaseholders largely use their land for grazing (65% of all leaseholders) and agriculture.  Very 
few leaseholders are currently engaged in conservation or game farming.  In one case, the land 
was not currently being used. 
 
Twenty of the 43 leaseholders were planning to change the way in which they used their land.  
Seven of these mentioned game farming; one mentioned eco-tourism and one mentioned using 
their land for rental accommodation.  The remainder mentioned other agricultural activities. 
MIGRATION PATTERNS 
Years of residence Frequency 
1 1 
4 1 
6 4 
7 3 
8 4 
9 2 
10 3 
11 3 
15 2 
20 1 
Total 22 
Table 28: Length of residence on land (for those leaseholders who live on the land) 
Those respondents who were living on the land had been living there for between 1 and 20 years.  
The majority of leaseholders had been living on the land for between 6 and 10 years. 
 
 Frequency 
Traditional rural settlement 10 
Commercial farm 7 
Small town 5 
Total 22 
Table 29: If you do live on this land, in what sort of area did you live before you 
moved here? 
Almost all of the respondents who had moved to the Dinokeng area had moved from Mpumalanga 
(16 of the 22 resident leaseholders).  About half of the leaseholders had moved from traditional 
rural settlements (all of these respondents had come from Mpumalanga), and the remainder had 
come from commercial farms or small towns. 
CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY 
 
 
REPORT ON LEASEHOLDERS: DINOKENG PHASE B (CORE 1) 49 
INFRASTRUCTURE ON LAND 
According to the leaseholders, there were an average of 3 residential buildings on their land, but in 
20 cases there was only one residential building.  Twenty leaseholders (47% of all leaseholders) 
also said that there was at least one non-residential building on the leased land. 
 
The large majority (82%) of leaseholders stated that the main type of building material used in the 
construction of these residential buildings was brick.  The other main building material mentioned 
was corrugated iron (8%).   
 
Available infrastructure % Frequency 
Irrigation 47% 20 
Fencing 81% 35 
Storage 44% 19 
Electricity 33% 14 
Telephones 23% 10 
Cell-phone reception 84% 36 
Table 30: Available infrastructure on land 
The available irrigation was largely described as boreholes, canals and sprinklers/sprayers.  The 
condition of the fencing was often described as old and poor.  Storage was described as ordinary 
brick-built buildings. 
Access to services 
 
 Lighting Cooking Heating 
Energy source % (N=36) % (N=36) % (N=32) 
Candles 61% 0% 0% 
Electricity from grid 17% 11% 17% 
Gas 11% 17% 9% 
Electricity from generator 6% 0% 3% 
Paraffin 6% 3% 3% 
Wood 0% 67% 59% 
Coal 0% 3% 6% 
None 0% 0% 3% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 
Table 31: Access to energy sources on the land 
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Leaseholders largely use candles for lighting although almost one-third indicated that they use 
electricity or gas.  Wood is the main energy source used for cooking and heating.  In addition: 
 
 75% of leaseholders who answered the question (24 respondents) claimed that they had 
to pay for the energy source used for lighting. 
 33% of leaseholders who answered the question (24 respondents) claimed that they had 
to pay for the energy source used for cooking. 
 40% of leaseholders who answered the question (20 respondents) claimed that they had 
to pay for the energy source used for heating. 
 
Water source Frequency % 
Borehole 22 51 
Flowing river/stream 8 19 
Dam/stagnant water 6 14 
Piped yard tap 2 5 
Piped internal 1 2 
Water carrier/tanker 1 2 
Rainwater tank 1 2 
Well (non-borehole) 1 2 
Windmill 1 2 
Total 43 100 
Table 32: Access to water on the land 
Only 3 of the leaseholders have access to piped water, with the remainder using natural sources 
such as boreholes, rivers or streams.  About one-third of leaseholders who answered the question 
claimed that they had to pay for their source of water on the land. 
 
Sanitation Frequency % 
None (bush, rubbish dump, sand dunes) 15 38 
Other pit latrine 14 35 
Flush toilet 10 25 
Pit latrine with ventilation 1 3 
Total 40 100 
Table 33: Access to sanitation on the land 
Very few leaseholders have any access to formal sanitation facilities on their land.  All 
leaseholders stated that there was no refuse removal on the land, and that rubbish had to be 
disposed of in dug pits.  One leaseholder nevertheless claimed that he had to pay for this service. 
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About one-fifth of leaseholders said that they had applied to the local authority for access to 
electricity, and 16% had applied for access to water on the land. 
Dwellings on land 
Leaseholders who live on the land predominantly reside in houses with brick walls (91%) and zinc 
(64%) or tile (23%) roofs.  Ceilings are mainly made of cardboard (42%) and asbestos (37%).  
About one half (45%) of the dwellings have 5 or 6 rooms.  A quarter (27%) of these dwellings 
have 3 or 4 rooms, and 23% have more than 6 rooms. 
 
Half (50%) of the 22 leaseholders living on the land had made improvements or additions to their 
dwelling since they started living there.   
 
Type of improvement Frequency 
Fixed roof 7 
Fixed plumbing 3 
Added rooms 2 
Painted walls 6 
New irrigation 4 
New fencing 6 
New or upgraded roads 4 
New storage facilities 2 
Other improvement 5 
Table 34: Improvements to leaseholder’s dwelling 
In most cases these improvements involved the general maintenance of the dwelling, e.g. fixing 
the roof or painting the walls.  Only two respondents had added rooms to the dwelling and only 
two respondents had added storage facilities.  All leaseholders carried the financial cost of these 
improvements. 
 
 Frequency 
Not at all 4 
Poorly 8 
Adequately 5 
Excellently 5 
Total 22 
Table 35: How well is your dwelling maintained? 
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More than one-half of the leaseholders who live on the land thought that their dwellings were 
either poorly maintained or not maintained at all. 
Distance from nearest facilities 
Distance in Km from nearest… Median distance  Min. distance Max. distance 
…School 6 1 45 
…Hospital 25 3 100 
…Clinic 10 1 80 
…Traditional Healer 9 2 25 
…Post Office 8 1 95 
…Police Station 6.5 1 20 
…Shop 5 1 45 
…Taxi Stop 4.5 1 71 
…Bus Stop 3 1 71 
…Pension Pay Point 12 2 85 
Table 36: Distance to nearest facilities (in km) 
The majority of facilities are relatively close by for most occupants. Medical facilities are the least 
accessible because of the greater distance, but still appear to be within comfortable reach. 
PRESENCE OF UNIQUE AREAS ON LAND OR NEARBY 
Unique area On farm Nearby 
Sacred area (incl. graves) 9 2 
Historical site 3 0 
Archaeological site 0 0 
Conservation area 1 2 
Table 37: Unique areas on the land or nearby 
Almost all of the sacred areas are gravesites.  The historical sites are: a house, which the 
respondent claims belonged to Jan Smuts, and an old Ndebele building.  The conservation areas 
were game farms. 
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VIEWS AND KNOWLEDGE OF DINOKENG 
 Frequency % 
Yes 18 42 
No 25 58 
Total 43 100 
Table 38: Have you heard of the Dinokeng Project before today? 
Approximately one half of the leaseholders had heard about the Dinokeng project prior to being 
interviewed.  Most of the respondents who had heard of the project had received the information 
at meetings addressed by members of the C A S E/DACEL research team. Only three leaseholders 
had heard about Dinokeng on the radio or by reading newspapers. 
 
At this point in the interview respondents were read a short statement about the Dinokeng project.  
The statement is reproduced below: 
 
 “The Dinokeng Project is aimed at developing a regional nature and culture-based 
tourism plan to stimulate a viable tourist destination in the northeastern quadrant of 
the province. The proposed Dinokeng vision is of a vibrant rural community offering 
tourists a high quality and unique life experience of culture and nature in a safe and 
secure environment and in a sustainable way. The intention is to benefit all inhabitants 
of the area, including the poor and marginalised communities.” 
 
After listening to this statement respondents were asked whether they agreed with this proposed 
vision.  About 60% of the leaseholders agreed with the vision as expressed above, and almost all 
of these respondents indicated that they wanted to become involved with the project.  Only 1 
respondent said that he did not agree with the vision, because he was unsure of where to go with 
his cattle.  The remainder of the leaseholders declined to answer the question.  
 
Most of the respondents who wanted to become involved with the project (a total of 24 
leaseholders) did not have any clear idea of their role.  A number of them were, however, able to 
supply some reasons: 
Assist in planning, knows area. 
Provide information. 
Shift to game farming. 
Tourists can come to this farm. 
People can visit General Smuts. 
Would like to have own animals. 
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Would provide catering service. 
Best and worst aspects of Dinokeng 
The leaseholders were asked to identify the best and worst aspects of the Dinokeng project.  The 
28 responses to this question identified a range of areas, among which were game farming (8 
respondents), tourism and the associated revenue (7 respondents) and the provision of basic 
services to the community (4 respondents).  Most respondents could not identify any negative 
aspects to the Dinokeng project.  Among those who did, the most common responses involved the 
lack of consultation and community participation (6 respondents), the fact that stock farming 
would not produce any employment (3 respondents) and the possibility of stock theft (2 
respondents). 
 
The respondents had a range of suggestions to the government about the Dinokeng project.  The 
suggestions are reproduced below: 
Although interested in gaming farming the prospects of stock and crop farming 
should not be set aside. 
Bring in finance to run and develop the farm for game and livestock farming. 
Build dams on valleys and nature conservation. 
Encourage farmers to shift to game farming. 
Explain to the people thoroughly regarding Dinokeng and empower them to become 
independent. 
Government must help to finance this. 
Government must subsidise leaseholder so that they can create jobs. 
Government should keep its word they always lie to us & would really ask them to 
keep their promise. 
Government should provide subsidies to lease holders to develop the land they use. 
Government must give money for it to go ahead. 
Government should provide security protection against crime our cattle sometimes 
just disappear. The government  could help in this land. 
I don‟t know how the government can intervene as I have never seen such a working 
programme I can comment when the project is in operation. 
Identify the viable area to be developed for residential Dinokeng should be guided 
by the availability of the water. 
It should depend on the government so to help us with agriculture e.g. supply of 
tractors. 
Start the project - there's no game. 
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The government must involve local communities and arrange workshops so that 
people can understand the importance of the project. 
The government must support and pursue the project. 
The government should by sending in strong companies with agricultural 
implementations which expense could be reimbursed to the company after harvest to 
improve the quality of stock. 
The government should help us with money to develop our farms. 
The government should make sure that there is money to back this project up there 
should also be proper water supply. 
The government should provide basic infrastructure for tourism including swimming 
pools - this place can be hot and we do not have proper swimming facilities. 
Transfer ownership of land to people who have been on the land for more than 15 
years like him. 
The government should provide basic infrastructure to start with. 
The government must provide alternatives for stock and crop farming if they want to 
develop the whole area for gaming. 
Government should lend us money so we can continue with our farming.  We don‟t 
know how well this project will work. 
Government should go into partnership with the local communities and should 
provide workshops and training and the transfer of skills for people to understand 
the purpose of the projects. 
The government would have to make sure that those animals are properly fenced 
because they may be dangerous to our lives.  Can you imagine lions and elephants 
living with people? 
 
Most of the suggestions encourage the government to go ahead with the project and to provide 
financial assistance to leaseholders.  Almost all of the respondents indicated that they would like 
to receive further information on the Dinokeng project. 
INFORMATION ON OTHER OCCUPANTS ON LAND 
 Frequency % 
Yes 30 75 
No 10 25 
Total 40 100 
Table 39: Are there any occupants (other than members of your household) on your land? 
Three-quarters of the leaseholders have occupants on their land.  In about half of these cases there 
was only a single other family on the land and in a further quarter of the cases there were less than 
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three other families on the land.  In almost all of these cases the other occupants worked on the 
land – only three households were subletting. 
Relationship with occupants 
 Frequency % 
Friendly 24 80 
Unfriendly 3 10 
No relationship 3 10 
Total 30 100 
Table 40: Relationship with occupants 
Three-quarters of the leaseholders felt that they had a friendly relationship with their occupants.  
The respondents who did not have a friendly relationship with their occupants cited reasons such 
as violent behaviour, personality differences or simply the fact that they were illegal occupants.  
When asked what government could do to solve these problems the leaseholders pointed out the 
need to construct additional housing and to upgrade the level of services. 
INFORMATION ON LAND TENURE 
The length of the leases ranged from less than a year to 14 years, with an average length of 7 
years. 
 
 Frequency Percent 
1994 1 2 
2001 23 54 
2002 16 37 
2003 1 2 
2011 2 5 
Total 43 100 
Table 41: In which year does your lease expire? 
All but four of the leaseholders indicated that their leases would expire either in 2001 or in 2002 
and it appears that most of the leases are renewed annually.  One leaseholder who had leased the 
land since 1988 claimed that his lease had expired in 1994, and that the new government was not 
providing a place to renew the lease. 
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All except one
3
 of the leaseholders indicated that they wished to renew their leases and in almost 
all cases (75%) they intended to lease the land for 10 years or longer.  Three-quarters of the 
respondents also indicated that, given the opportunity, they would purchase the land they currently 
leased. 
Cost of lease 
Sixteen of the 43 respondents did not disclose or did not know how much they paid for their lease 
each year.  Among those that did disclose the value of their lease, payments varied between R 209 
and R 19,000 per annum.  The average rental payment was R 4,371 per annum.  
Relationship with owner 
 Frequency % 
Friendly 29 67 
Unfriendly 8 19 
No relationship 6 14 
Total 43 100 
Table 42: Relationship with owner 
The majority of leaseholders had an amicable relationship with the owner of the land.  However, 
in many cases they indicated that, despite this good relationship, they wished to end their lease 
agreement and purchase the land. 
The effect of Dinokeng on the relationship with the landowner 
Most of the respondents did not think that the Dinokeng project would affect their relationship 
with the landowner, but they also felt that they did not have enough information about the whole 
issue to make an informed judgement.  A few respondents did think that it would improve matters 
since land tenure and ownership issues would need to be sorted out before the project could go 
ahead: 
Dinokeng project will first ensure that their land issue is resolved before it 
continues. 
Project would have positive effect between myself and the government.  It would 
mean closer interaction. 
Will help both parties if they are of the same opinion about developing the area.  
 
At least one other respondent feared that things could get worse: 
Will make relationship worse if no other place for me. I need place for my cattle.  
                                                 
3
 The leaseholder whose lease had expired in 1994 was the only one who did not want to renew the lease.  He felt that 
the land should be transferred to him because he was farming it. 
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REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: DINOKENG PHASE B (CORE 1) 
We interviewed 54 randomly selected occupants in Phase B (Core Area 1). 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Of the 54 respondents, 30 were male and 24 were female.  All the respondents were African.  The 
respondents were, on average, 44 years old.  There were no significant differences in the ages of 
male and female respondents.  Almost all of the occupants we interviewed (95%) lived on the land 
both during the week and on weekends. 
 
 Frequency Percent 
Pedi (N.Sotho) 26 48% 
Ndebele 9 17% 
Xitsonga/Shangaan 8 15% 
Tswana 4 7% 
Zulu 3 6% 
Xhosa 1 2% 
South Sotho 1 2% 
Other 2 4% 
Total 54 100% 
Table 43: Home language 
The largest proportion of respondents speak Pedi as their home language.  Relatively few 
respondents speak either Zulu or Xhosa as their home language. 
Household size 
 Average size Standard Error 
Family 4.2  0.3 
In main household 3.1  0.3 
Outside main household 1.2  0.2 
Table 44: Average household size 
The average family size consisted of approximately 4 people and in each case approximately one 
family member lived outside the household. 
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Employment Status Frequency % 
Informally employed (including self-employed) 29 55% 
Unemployed – looking for work 15 28% 
Formally employed 5 9% 
Not working – retired/pensioner 3 6% 
Not working – home-maker 1 2% 
Total 53 100% 
Table 45: Employment status of respondents 
Only 9% of respondents were formally employed.  The majority of respondents were either 
informally employed (55%) or unemployed (28%).  Of the 29 respondents who were informally 
employed the large majority (23 of the 29) were self-employed and worked on their own land.  All 
but one of the respondents either worked on their own land or on a nearby farm. 
 
 Frequency % 
Nothing 18 33% 
Sewing/Cooking 15 28% 
Farm labourer 8 15% 
Working with livestock 8 15% 
Other skilled profession 5 9% 
Total 54 100% 
Table 46: What type of work are you qualified to do? 
About one-third of the occupants did not have any formal qualifications.  Males were generally 
more likely to mention general farm labour or herding livestock as their profession.  Female 
respondents tended to mention sewing or cooking. 
 
 Frequency %  
Earnings from informal employment 21 39% 
Income from the land 12 22% 
State Transfers (e.g. pension) 8 15% 
Wages from formal employment 8 15% 
Income from outside the household 4 7% 
Other 1 2% 
Total 54 100% 
Table 47: What is your household’s MAIN source of regular income? 
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Given the employment profile noted in Table 45 it is not surprising that the main source of 
household income is either earning from informal employment or income generated by 
agricultural activities.  Some respondent might have classified their wages for farm labour as 
„income from the land‟.  The respondents were not necessarily the main income providers in their 
households. 
 
 
From land 
(N=43) 
Total 
(N=51) 
R 0 – R 1,000 35% 27% 
R 1,001 – R 5,000 40% 41% 
R 5,001 – R 10,000 14% 18% 
R 15,001 – R 20,000 2% 2% 
R 20,001 – R 30,000 0% 2% 
R 30,001 – R 40,000 2% 4% 
Don‟t Know 7% 6% 
Total 100% 100% 
Table 48: What is your household’s approximate annual income? 
Only 43 of the 54 respondents answered this question with respect to income from their land while 
51 respondents answered the question about their total income
4
.  Almost 70% of the households 
obtain an income of less than R 5,000 per year and about one-quarter obtain an income of less 
than R 1,000 per year.  Approximately one-third of the households who answered the question 
received an income of less than R 1,000 from the land each year, and a further 40% received 
between R 1,000 and R 5,000 per year. 
 
Households reported an average expenditure of R 380 per month, or R 4,560 per annum.  The 
largest components of household expenditure were: 
 
Item Average monthly expenditure Proportion of total expenditure 
Food R 183 48% 
Clothes and furniture R 36 10% 
Transport R 29 8% 
Table 49: Key components of household expenditure 
                                                 
4
 Some respondents might have classified income from farm labour etc as „income from the land‟. 
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LAND DETAILS 
Registered owner Frequency % 
Government/State 13 25% 
Individual 30 57% 
Don't Know/No response 10 19% 
Total 53 100% 
Table 50: Name of registered owner of land 
Almost all of the land in this area is still state-owned.  However, most of the occupants (57%) 
indicated that an individual owned the land and only 25% indicated that the land was owned by 
the state.  Almost one-fifth of respondents either did not know who owned the land or declined to 
respond to the question. 
 
Total use of land Frequency % 
All of it 27 57 
Approximately three quarters 2 4 
Approximately half 7 15 
Approximately one quarter 3 6 
Less than one quarter 6 13 
None 2 4 
Total 47 100 
Table 51: What proportion of the land is currently being used? 
The majority of occupants (57%) say that all the land is being used, and over three quarters (76%) 
say that at least half of the land is in use. 
 
Personal/household use of land Frequency % 
All of it 7 14 
Approximately half 1 2 
Approximately one quarter 1 2 
Less than one quarter 15 31 
None 8 16 
Other 17 35 
Total 49 100 
Table 52: What proportion of the land is currently being used? (personal and household use) 
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Relatively few occupants are using all of the land for personal or household use. A quarter of 
occupants are only using a relatively small proportion of the land for themselves and their 
household. 
 
Main use (combined first and second mentions) % 
Grazing 48 
Agriculture 19 
Conservation/game farm 3 
Recreation/tourism/accommodation 2 
Other (specify) 28 
Table 53: Main uses of land 
Occupants mainly use their land for grazing or agriculture.  The only other substantial use 
indicated by the respondents is the use of the land as a site for housing, i.e. use of the land solely 
for occupancy.  Only 5% of occupants use any part of their land for conservation or tourism 
related activities. 
 
Plan for changes Frequency % 
Yes  6 15 
No 33 85 
Total 39 100 
Table 54: Are you planning any changes in your use of the land? 
Of the six occupants who were planning to change the use of their land in the future, three were 
planning to use it for crop farming, one wanted to use it for panel beating, one wanted to build a 
house and one occupant expressed the wish to „have land‟. 
 
CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY 
 
 
REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: DINOKENG PHASE B (CORE 1) 63 
Distance in Km from nearest… Average distance  Greatest distance 
…School 9 45 
…Hospital 20 50 
…Clinic 13 30 
…Traditional Healer 10 20 
…Post Office 10 20 
…Police Station 12 30 
…Shop 9 71 
…Taxi Stop 9 71 
…Bus Stop 8 71 
…Pension Pay Point 11 35 
Table 55: Distance to nearest facilities (in km) 
The majority of facilities are relatively close by for most occupants. Medical facilities are least 
accessible because of the greater distance, but still within comfortable reach. 
 
Most common mode of transport to… Transport 
…School On foot (75%) 
…Hospital Taxi (61%) 
…Clinic On foot (41%) or taxi (38%) 
…Traditional Healer On foot (65%) 
…Post Office On foot (62%) 
…Police Station On foot (59%) 
…Shop On foot (80%) 
…Taxi Stop On foot (87%) 
…Bus Stop On foot (89%) 
…Pension Pay Point On foot (53%) or taxi (32%) 
Table 56: Most common mode of transport to facilities 
Occupants generally walk when they need to make use of facilities in the area.  The only 
occasions when significant numbers of occupants use a taxi are for hospital and clinic visits. The 
use of taxis might be linked to the greater distance of these facilities or to the inability of 
respondents to walk at those times. Occupants also use taxis to access pension pay points. Taxi use 
might again be linked to the distance of this facility, or to the age of the pension recipients. There 
was relatively little use of private cars or bicycles to access any of the available facilities and bus 
services in the area appear to be infrequent. 
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MIGRATION PATTERNS 
Length of residence on land 
Length of residence Frequency % 
Less than a year 8 15 
One to five years 19 36 
Six to 10 years 7 13 
11 to 15n years 4 8 
16 to 20 years 3 6 
Over 20 years 9 17 
Born on this land 3 6 
Total 53 100 
Table 57: Length of residence on this land 
Only 3 occupants (6%) were born on the land.  On average, occupants have lived on this land for 9 
years. 
Previous province / type of area of residence 
 
Province Frequency % 
Gauteng 3 6 
Mpumalanga 23 49 
North West 1 2 
Northern Province 15 32 
Northern Cape 1 2 
Outside South Africa 4 9 
Total 47 100 
Table 58: Previous province of residence 
The large majority of current occupants had lived in Mpumalanga (49%) or the Northern Province 
(32%) before moving to their current location. Only 4 occupants (9%) had moved to the Dinokeng 
area from outside South Africa. 
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Previous area of residence Frequency % 
Traditional rural settlement 25 52 
Small town 13 27 
Commercial farm 8 17 
Informal settlement 2 4 
Total 48 100 
Table 59: Previous area of residence 
The majority of occupants have moved to their current location from traditional rural settlements 
(52%) or small towns (27%). There was also some migration to the area from commercial farms, 
but only two of the occupants moved to the Dinokeng area from informal settlements. 
 
Previous type of dwelling Frequency % 
House 26 54 
Traditional structure 15 31 
Part of house 2 4 
Shack in backyard 2 4 
Outbuildings/servants‟ quarters 2 4 
Hostel / compound 1 2 
Total 48 100 
Table 60: Previous type of dwelling 
The large majority of current occupants had lived in a house (54%) or a traditional structure (31%) 
before moving to their current location. 
 
These figures indicate that the current occupants in the Dinokeng area fairly well established, and 
that a considerable proportion of them have lived there for a large part of their lives. Moving to 
the area seems to have been a choice rather than a necessity for most occupants, since many of 
them relocated from the general vicinity and from formal areas and formal dwellings. 
INFRASTRUCTURE ON LAND 
Construction type and size of main building 
The roofs of occupants‟ dwellings are predominantly constructed of zinc (90%), while the other 
construction material used was thatch.  Approximately one-third of the dwellings had cardboard 
ceilings, but in the remaining dwellings no ceiling materials were visible.  In over three quarters 
(76%) of dwellings the walls were constructed out of bricks. Zinc and mud were also among the 
more common building materials. 
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Number of rooms Frequency % 
1 13 24 
2 15 28 
3 10 19 
4/5 8 15 
6+ 8 15 
Total 54 100 
Table 61: Size of current dwelling 
About a quarter of dwellings only had one room, but one-third (30%) of the dwellings had at least 
4 rooms.  The majority of houses in the Dinokeng area appear to be relatively spacious and well 
built, with brick walls and zinc roofs. However, almost half (45%) of the occupants claim that 
their dwelling is not being maintained at all, and 24% claim it is only maintained poorly. Another 
24% think that their dwelling is maintained adequately, but only 8% claim it is maintained in an 
excellent condition. 
Improvements to the infrastructure (dwelling) on the land 
 Fourteen percent of occupants (N=7) said that improvements to their current dwelling had 
been made since they had started living in the area. 
 Four occupants had fixed the roofs of their dwellings. They claimed that this had not cost them 
anything, presumably because they used existing or recycled materials and did the work 
themselves. 
 Only three occupants had painted the walls of their dwelling. In one case, the employer at the 
time had paid for this, but the other two occupants had financed the painting themselves. 
 None of the current occupants had made improvements to the plumbing or added rooms or a 
toilet to the dwelling. 
Number and type of buildings 
According to the figures provided by the occupants, there are an average of 13 residential 
buildings on the land. However, it is likely that some respondents misinterpreted the question and 
estimated the number of residential buildings in the entire area rather than just on their land.  Only 
one occupant stated that there was a meeting hall/dining hall/chalet on the land, and another 
indicated that there was a conference building/dining room/related facility.  Thirteen occupants 
stated that there was at least one non-residential building on the land.  
 
The large majority (79%) of occupants said that the main type of building material used in the 
construction of these residential dwellings was brick, with some mentions of mud bricks (8%), 
wood (4%) and corrugated iron (4%). 
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Availability of irrigation, fencing, storage, electricity and telephones 
 
Available infrastructure % Frequency 
Irrigation 15% 8 
Fencing 80% 43 
Storage 35% 19 
Electricity 22% 12 
Telephones (Telkom) 20% 11 
Cell-phone reception 52% 28 
Other 11% 6 
Table 62: Available infrastructure on the land 
Irrigation facilities generally consist of boreholes, canals or a sprinkler.  The storage facilities 
generally consist of house-type structures and are mainly used for storing animal feed.  Some 
occupants mentioned that electricity was available, but not via the main electricity grid. It is likely 
that some occupants have generators. 
 
Cell-phone reception might be higher than the specified figure, since it will obviously only be 
noticed by actual cell-phone users.  Other available infrastructure generally consisted of dams, 
dipping tanks, windmills and water pumps. 
Energy sources for cooking, heating and lighting 
 
 Lighting Cooking Heating 
Energy source N % N % N % 
Electricity from grid 6 11 1 2 3 6 
Electricity from generator 2 4 0 0 0 0 
Gas 1 2 0 0 0 0 
Candles 44 83 0 0 0 0 
Paraffin 0 0 1 2 0 0 
Wood 0 0 51 96 41 85 
None 0 0 0 0 4 8 
Total 53 100 53 100 48 100 
Table 63: Energy sources 
Almost all of the occupants interviewed use candles for lighting and wood for cooking and 
heating.  In addition: 
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 67% of occupants have to pay for their source of light. 
 2% of occupants have to pay for the energy source used for cooking 
 4% of occupants have to pay for the energy source used for heating 
Access to water, sanitation and refuse removal 
Water source Frequency % 
Flowing river/stream 21 39 
Dam/stagnant water 7 13 
Borehole 6 11 
Piped internal 4 7 
Piped yard tap 4 7 
Water carrier/tanker 4 7 
Piped public tap (free) 3 6 
Piped public tap/kiosk (paid for) 1 2 
Well (non-borehole) 1 2 
Protected spring 1 2 
Water vendor 1 2 
Total 54 100 
Table 64: Access to water 
Only about one-fifth of respondents have access to piped water, with the remainder using streams, 
dams or boreholes.  Only 8% of occupants (4 respondents) indicated that they have to pay for their 
water. 
 
Sanitation Frequency % 
None (bush, rubbish dump, sand dunes) 36 67 
Other pit latrine 13 24 
Flush toilet 3 6 
Pit latrine with ventilation 2 4 
Total 54 100 
Table 65: Access to sanitation 
More than two-thirds of respondents have no access to formal sanitation facilities while a further 
24% use pit latrines.  Only 2 occupants (4%) indicated that they have to pay for access to 
sanitation. 
 
All occupants said that there was no refuse removal, and that they disposed of rubbish in a pit.   
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Only 5 occupants had applied to the local council to receive access to electricity and water, but the 
other occupants had not made any arrangements to receive access to these services. 
EXISTENCE OF UNIQUE AREAS 
Unique area On farm Nearby 
Sacred area (incl. graves) 22 47% 13 24% 
Historical site 4 7% 4 7% 
Archaeological site 0 0% 0 0% 
Conservation area 0 0% 2 4% 
Other 0 0% 0 0% 
Table 66: Unique areas on the land or nearby 
The most common unique areas in Dinokeng are sacred sites, which are gravesites in almost all 
cases. The only exceptions were a church and an old Ndebele building.  Occupants also claimed 
that there were a number of historical sites, which were described as very old buildings. 
 
Two areas near farms are apparently classified as conservation areas. One conservation area was 
described as a wild animal camp containing Zebras and Impalas.  According to the occupants, 
there are no archaeological sites or unique sites other then the ones mentioned either on the land or 
the surrounding area. 
INFORMATION ON OTHER HOUSEHOLDS ON THE LAND 
Number of other households Frequency % 
None 5 10 
One other household 10 20 
Two other households 12 24 
3 to 5 other households 8 16 
More than five other households 16 31 
Total 51 100 
Table 67: Number of other households on the land 
According to the occupants, an average of 14 other households live on the land. However, it is 
again possible that respondents have misunderstood the question and that some estimated the 
number of households in the general area rather than on their land. The median was 2, which is 
likely to be a more accurate reflection of the number of households sharing land.  In the majority 
of cases (54%), there are less than three households on the land. 
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Only one occupant claimed that the other households on the land were subletting. A small 
proportion of these other households were said to be working on the land by the occupants, but 
most of the additional households were seen as „informal dwellers‟ who stayed on the land 
without working or paying for it. 
INFORMATION ON LAND TENURE 
None of the occupants pay any rent to live on the land.  
 
 Frequency % 
Yes 36 68 
No 17 32 
Total 53 100 
Table 68: Do you have another home? 
About two-thirds of the occupants have another home, and in all cases family members occupy the 
other house. 
 
 Frequency % 
Yes 34 63 
No 20 37 
Total 54 100 
Table 69: Are you aware of the government’s housing subsidy programme? 
There was a fairly high level of knowledge (67%) about the governments housing subsidy 
programme but none of the respondents had ever received such a subsidy. 
Tenure status 
 Frequency % 
A written contract 6 12 
A verbal contract 14 28 
A work contract 7 14 
No contract 24 47 
Total 51 100 
Table 70: To enable you to stay on this land, do you have… 
Almost half of the occupants have no contract at all, and the remainder mostly have verbal or 
work contracts.  Only 12% of the occupants have a written contract.  
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Only 4 of the respondents had made any attempt to formalise their living arrangements on the 
land.  All of these cases appear to involve claiming land restitution from the government. 
 
 Frequency % 
The owner (private individual or his/her manager) 21 40 
The owner (government) 8 15 
Formal lessee 8 15 
Other (specify) 15 29 
Total 52 100 
Table 71: Whom do you mainly deal with concerning the land you currently occupy? 
Fifty-five of the occupants believe that they mainly deal with the owner, his/her representative or 
the lessee in connection with the land they currently occupy.  A small proportion indicated that 
they deal with the government while the remainder deal mainly with other institutions, such as the 
police or a local civic organisation.  The question did not ask around which issues this interaction 
took place so it is not possible to make an assessment of the nature of this relationship. 
 
 Frequency % 
Friendly 30 56 
Unfriendly 4 7 
No real relationship 16 30 
Other 4 7 
Total 54 100 
Table 72: Relationship with the person you mainly deal with concerning the land? 
The majority of occupants had a good relationship with the person they mainly deal with.  It is not 
possible to determine any correlation between the identity of this person (see Table 71) and the 
nature of the relationship.  Only three respondents mentioned any land-related problems with the 
person.  The problems mentioned were threats of eviction, stock-theft and allegations of nepotism.  
The respondents who did have problems indicated that negotiation or re-allocation of land would 
be the best possible solution to these problems. 
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VIEWS ON THE DINOKENG PROJECT 
 Frequency % 
Yes 11 20 
No 43 80 
Total 54 100 
Table 73: Have you heard of the Dinokeng Project before today? 
Four-fifths of the occupants interviewed had not heard of the Dinokeng project prior to being 
interviewed.  The majority of those who had heard about the project (6 of the 11) had heard about 
it on the radio while the remainder had either attended a meeting or had heard about Dinokeng 
from a third party. 
 
At this point in the interview respondents were read a short statement about the Dinokeng project.  
The statement is reproduced below: 
 “The Dinokeng Project is aimed at developing a regional nature and culture-based 
tourism plan to stimulate a viable tourist destination in the north-eastern quadrant 
of the province. The proposed Dinokeng vision is of a vibrant rural community 
offering tourists a high quality and unique life experience of culture and nature in a 
safe and secure environment and in a sustainable way. The intention is to benefit all 
inhabitants of the area, including the poor and marginalised communities.” 
 
After listening to this statement respondents were asked whether they agreed with this proposed 
vision.  Almost all of the respondents (50 of the 54) agreed with the proposed vision.  The 
respondents who did not agree with the statement did not supply any reasons for their answer. 
 
Eighty percent of the respondents (44 of the 54) indicated that they were willing to become 
involved in the project.  Most of these respondents were hoping to obtain any sort of paid work 
arising out of the project but a few mentioned particular tasks such as cooking traditional meals, 
teaching local crafts and acting as tourist guides. 
 
 Frequency % 
Yes 36 67 
Not sure 16 30 
Total 52 96 
Table 74: Do you think you will benefit from the Dinokeng Project? 
The majority of the occupants thought that they would benefit from the project but a substantial 
proportion (30%) were not sure that they would benefit.  Again, most of these respondents did not 
supply any reasons for their answer. 
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Suggestions for Dinokeng project 
We asked respondents what they thought would work best on the Dinokeng project.  About one 
half of the respondents thought that the creation of jobs would work best for the Dinokeng project.  
Some of the detailed responses below illustrate this point: 
Dinokeng project will provide jobs to the jobless people in these areas. 
Only if it can create jobs then it will be a success, as we will support it. 
 
About one-quarter of the respondents indicated that they did not have enough information to 
answer the question.  However, one of the respondents did note the existing possibilities: 
There are enough animals around and some private individuals have already started 
their own reserves. 
 
When asked what would not work in the Dinokeng project most of the occupants indicated that the 
project could fail if there was insufficient co-operation or a lack of community development. 
If people do not co-operate there will never be such a thing. 
If people disagree it will be a failure. 
 
Some respondents also mentioned the possibility that Dinokeng may interfere with their current 
livelihood: 
Being moved from here. 
Being prevented from chopping the wood for arts & crafts. 
 
Finally, we asked respondents whether they had any suggestions to the government about the 
Dinokeng project.  The responses to this question are reproduced below: 
Agricultural activities there should be good relationship amongst the people in the 
area. 
Areas around central rust de winter would be good for animals there is a river 
around and this would ensure that animals survive without difficulties. 
Create a lot of jobs. 
Even though government is aiming on tourism with Dinokeng project government 
must also build houses for the poor. 
Farms in the mountains should be the only ones developed into gaming the only 
question is what will happen to their livestock. 
Focus should not only be on game farming stock and crop farming is also important 
because the local community depend on them for survival. 
Government must engage in creating jobs to alleviate poverty. 
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Government should enforce people to participate. 
Government should make sure that the project yields jobs for the people in the area. 
Government would have to be careful of the leaseholders who reap the occupants 
off. 
I suggest that the government should create jobs because we are suffering about 
getting good jobs. 
Involve local communities in decision-making and create jobs for them. 
It can help by solving our problem of food as it is expensive. 
It should provide jobs. 
Its not working presently this project so its hard to predict the future. 
Only if it can help Dinokeng to give us seeds to plant. 
Projects of this nature should be sustainable and government should show total 
commitment. 
Provide a portion of land to the local community. 
Provide arts with capital to start small business as machinery and welding 
equipment. 
Provide jobs. 
Provide jobs this place is beautiful and has potential to create jobs. 
Rust de Winter is a great area it only needs some one with clear vision the 
government could really benefits a lot from this area and people will also have jobs. 
Should promote participation and help people to speak in one. 
Should provide this project with funding so it can be a success. 
The area is rich for agricultural development and it should be developed in this 
regard. 
The government must give them skills information and training first. 
The government should not only concentrate on developing the area without 
providing social services to local community e.g. housing. 
The government should not only concentrate on the leaders needs and demands they 
should largely listen to us people on the ground because it is us who are struggling. 
The government should prioritise water supply and security camps need to be 
properly fenced the government should also revive crop farming their area is quite 
good for crop farming. 
The government should try to implement the system as suggested so that people can 
get jobs. 
This must be well planned. 
To give loans to people to open projects e.g. sewing welding etc. 
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Again, most of the responses draw attention to the importance of community development and the 
provision of employment and services to local people.  Almost all of the occupants indicated that 
they would like to receive more information about the Dinokeng project. 
 
Most of the occupants did not think that the Dinokeng project would affect their relationship with 
the person they mainly dealt with concerning their land. 
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REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: DINOKENG PHASE A (CORE 3) 
We interviewed 23 randomly selected occupants in Phase A (Core Area 3). 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Of the 23 respondents, 19 were male and 4 were female.  All the respondents were African.  The 
respondents were, on average, 36 years old.  Virtually all of the occupants we interviewed lived on 
the land during the week (96%, 22 respondents) and 83% (19 respondents) also stayed there on 
weekends. 
 
 Frequency Percent 
Pedi (N.Sotho) 10 44% 
South Sotho 4 17% 
Ndebele 2 9% 
Xitsonga/Shangaan 2 9% 
Tswana 2 9% 
Zulu 1 4% 
Xhosa 1 4% 
Other 1 4% 
Total 23 100% 
Table 75: Home language 
The largest proportion of respondents speak Pedi as their home language.  Relatively few 
respondents speak either Zulu or Xhosa as their home language. 
Household size 
 
 Average size Standard Error 
Family 10 1.4 
In main household 2 0.3 
Outside main household 8 1.5 
Table 76: Average household size 
The average family size consisted of 10 people and in each case approximately 8 family members 
lived outside the household. 
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Employment Status Frequency % 
Formally employed 20 87% 
Informally employed (including self-employed) 1 4% 
Not working – retired/pensioner 1 4% 
Status not specified 1 4% 
Total 23 100% 
Table 77: Employment status of respondents 
The large majority (87%) of occupants in Phase A (Core 3) were formally employed.  Only one 
respondent was informally employed and another was retired.  One respondent did not specify 
their current employment status but claimed that he was fixing fences on the land.  None of the 
respondents in Phase A (Core 3) claimed to be unemployed.  All 22 respondents worked on the 
land they were living on in the area. 
 
 Frequency % 
Working with live stock 6 27 
Farm labourer 5 23 
Barman/Waiter/chef 4 18 
Cleaning/housekeeping 4 18 
Game ranger/driver 3 14 
Total 22 100 
Table 78: What type of work are you qualified to do? 
All occupants were qualified to do certain typed of work.  In half the cases, this meant working 
with livestock and general farm labour, and some occupants provided catering and tourism 
services.  The four female occupants all performed cleaning and other domestic housekeeping 
services.  The retired occupant did not specify his profession or qualification. 
 
Main source of income Frequency % 
Wages from formal employment 11 48 
Income from the land 11 48 
State Transfers (e.g. pension) 1 4 
Total 23 100 
Table 79: What is your household’s MAIN source of regular income? 
Given the employment profile noted in Table 45, it is not surprising that the main source of 
household income in half the cases is earnings from formal employment.  However, half of the 
occupants claimed that the majority of household income was generated by agricultural activities 
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on the land, not their employment.  However, some respondents might have classified their 
income from farm labour etc as „income from the land‟.  The only household to rely 
predominantly on state transfers was that of the retired occupant.  The respondents were not 
necessarily the main providers of income in their household. 
 
 From land Total 
R 1,001 – R 5,000 4% 13% 
R 5,001 – R 10,000 9% 13% 
R 10,000 – R 15,000 30% 26% 
R 15,001 – R 20,000 17% 22% 
R 20,001 – R 30,000 13% 22% 
R 30,001 – R 40,000 4% 4% 
Not specified 22% 0% 
Total 100% 100% 
Table 80: What is your household’s approximate annual income? 
Five of the 23 respondents in the Phase A (Core 3) area did not specify any income from the land, 
but all respondents specified their household‟s approximate annual income.  Only 13% of the 
households obtain an income of less than R 5,000 per year, and none of the households obtain an 
income of less than R 1,000 per year.  It is likely that the five respondents who did not answer the 
question about household income from the land do not obtain such income.  However, 65% of the 
occupants received an annual household income of at least R 10,000 from the land, with 17% 
receiving more than R 20,000 a year from the land
5
. 
 
Households reported an average expenditure of R 1,030 per month, or R 12,360 per annum.  The 
largest components of household expenditure were: 
 
Item Average monthly expenditure Proportion of total expenditure 
Food R 315 31% 
Clothes and furniture R 192 19% 
Account payments R 164 16% 
Savings/investments R 135 13% 
Table 81: Key components of household expenditure 
                                                 
5
 Some respondents might have classified their wages for farm labour etc as „income from the land‟. 
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LAND DETAILS 
All 23 occupants who were interviewed in this area named an individual as the registered owner of 
the land and all the respondents claimed that the entire land was being used.  
 
Personal/household use of land Frequency % 
Less than one quarter 14 61% 
Other 6 26% 
None 2 9% 
Unspecified 1 4% 
Total 23 100% 
Table 82: What proportion of the land is currently being used? (personal and household use) 
Occupants themselves appeared to use relatively little of the land.  The majority (61%) used less 
than a quarter of the land for their own or the household‟s benefit, which is likely to be fairly 
small proportion of the farmland.  Five of the 6 occupants who specified another proportion that 
was used claimed this was only for their room, while one occupant said he used 150 square meters 
of the land.  
 
Main use (combined first and second mentions) Frequency % 
Conservation/game farm 12 52 
Grazing 9 39 
Recreation/tourism/accommodation 2 9 
Table 83: Main uses of land 
The land on which occupants live is mainly used for game farming and conservation.  Another 
significant part of it is used for grazing, but only 2 respondents said that the land was mainly used 
for recreational and tourism purposes. 
 
Plan for changes Frequency % 
Yes  3 13 
No 19 83 
Unspecified 1 4 
Total 23 100 
Table 84: Are you planning any changes in your use of the land? 
Of the three occupants who were planning to change the use of their land in the future, two 
mentioned plans for a guest lodge.  These plans are likely to refer to the farm, not personal land.  
One occupant mentioned plans for chicken farming. 
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Distance in Km from nearest… Average distance  Greatest distance 
…School 10 45 
…Hospital 22 40 
…Clinic 16 40 
…Traditional Healer 31 70 
…Post Office 21 45 
…Police Station 17 40 
…Shop 8 40 
…Taxi Stop 3 8 
…Bus Stop 3 8 
…Pension Pay Point 25 70 
Table 85: Distance to nearest facilities (in km) 
Facilities are generally not very accessible to most occupants. The only facilities generally 
accessible by foot are schools and shops. The average distance to medical facilities, pension pay 
points and the police station is fairly high.  
 
Most common mode of transport to… Transport 
…School On foot (55%) or taxi (30%) 
…Hospital Taxi (86%) 
…Clinic Taxi (70%) 
…Traditional Healer Taxi (63%) 
…Post Office Taxi (91%) 
…Police Station Taxi (81%) 
…Shop On foot (55%) or taxi (41%) 
…Taxi Stop On foot (91%) 
…Bus Stop On foot (91%) 
…Pension Pay Point Taxi (77%) 
Table 86: Most common mode of transport to facilities 
Occupants generally take taxis when they need to make use of facilities in the area.  The only 
occasions when significant numbers of occupants go on foot are for shorter distances to the 
nearest shop and school or when walking to the bus stop or taxi rank.  
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MIGRATION PATTERNS 
Length of residence on land 
Length of residence Frequency % 
Less than a year 4 18 
One to five years 12 55 
Six to 10 years 4 18 
Over 20 years 2 9 
Total 22 100 
Table 87: Length of residence on this land 
None of the occupants were born on the land.  On average, occupants have lived on this land for 7 
years, but the majority have lived there for less than 6 years.  One occupant did not specify his 
length of residence. 
Previous province / type of area of residence 
Province Frequency % 
Gauteng 5 24 
Mpumalanga 4 19 
North West 2 10 
Northern Province 8 38 
KwaZulu-Natal 1 5 
Eastern Cape 1 5 
Total 21 100 
Table 88: Previous province of residence 
The majority of current occupants had lived in the Northern Province (38%), Gauteng (24%) or 
Mpumalanga (19%) before moving to their current location.  Relatively few occupants had moved 
to the Dinokeng area from the North West, KwaZulu-Natal or the Eastern Cape.  Two occupants 
did not specify where they had lived previously. 
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Previous area of residence Frequency % 
Traditional rural settlement 9 43 
Commercial farm 7 33 
Small town 3 14 
City 1 5 
Informal settlement 1 5 
Total 21 100 
Table 89: Previous area of residence 
The majority of occupants have moved to their current location from traditional rural settlements 
(43%) or commercial farms (33%).  There was also some migration to the area from small towns, 
but only two of the occupants moved to the Dinokeng area from informal settlements or a city.  
Two of the occupants did again not specify their previous area of residence. 
 
Previous type of dwelling Frequency % 
House 6 29 
Traditional structure 6 29 
Hostel / compound 4 19 
Shack in squatter area 2 10 
Part of house 1 5 
Other, e.g. tin house 2 10 
Total 21 100 
Table 90: Previous type of dwelling 
The majority of current occupants had lived in a house (29%) or a traditional structure (29%) 
before moving to their current location.   
INFRASTRUCTURE ON LAND 
Construction type and size of main building 
The roofs of occupants‟ dwellings are predominantly constructed of zinc (87%), while less 
common construction materials used were tile and thatch.  Approximately one-third of the 
dwellings had cardboard ceilings, but in the remaining dwellings no ceiling materials were visible.  
In over four-fifths (83%) of dwellings the walls were constructed out of bricks.  Zinc, mud, stone 
and wood were also among the building materials used for the construction of walls. 
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Number of rooms Frequency % 
1 12 52 
2 6 26 
4/5 4 18 
6+ 1 4 
Total 23 100 
Table 91: Size of current dwelling 
Over half of dwellings only had one room, and only a fifth of them had four or more rooms.  
However, the dwellings appear to be in a good condition, since 46% of occupants claim that they 
are being maintained excellently and another 46% say that the maintenance is adequate. 
Improvements to the infrastructure (dwelling) on the land 
Eight respondents said that improvements to their current dwelling had been made since they had 
started living in the area. 
 Four occupants had fixed the roofs of their dwellings.  
 Three occupants had fixed the plumbing.  
 Two occupants had added rooms to their existing dwelling. 
 Seven occupants had painted the walls of their dwelling.  
 Three occupants had added a toilet to their dwelling. 
 
The owner of the farm had paid for all the improvements. 
Number and type of buildings 
According to the figures provided by the occupants, there are an average of 6 residential buildings, 
4 tourist accommodation/conference type buildings, one dining room building and 3 non-
residential buildings on the land. However, it is likely that most respondents estimated the number 
of buildings in the entire area rather than just on their land.  
 
The large majority (91%) of occupants said that the main type of building material used in the 
construction of these residential dwellings was brick, with some mentions of stone and corrugated 
iron. 
C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY 
 
 
84 REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: DINOKENG PHASE A (CORE 3) 
Availability of irrigation, fencing, storage, electricity and telephones 
Available infrastructure Frequency % 
Irrigation 12 52% 
Fencing 23 100% 
Storage 16 70% 
Electricity 20 87% 
Telephones (Telkom) 13 57% 
Cell-phone reception 20 87% 
Table 92: Available infrastructure on the land 
Irrigation facilities generally consisted of boreholes.  The storage facilities were mainly used for 
storing farm tools.   
Energy sources for cooking, heating and lighting 
 Lighting Cooking Heating 
Energy source N % N % N % 
Electricity from grid 19 83% 16 70% 7 30% 
Wood 0 0% 6 26% 6 26% 
Candles 4 17% 0 0% 0 0% 
Paraffin 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 
Gas 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 
None 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 
Unspecified 0 0% 0 0% 8 35% 
Total 23 100% 23 100% 23 100% 
Table 93: Energy sources 
Electricity from the grid is the main source of energy for the large majority of occupants, and used 
for lighting, cooking and heating.  Wood is another main energy source for cooking and heating, 
and some respondents use candles as a source of light. 
 
In addition: 
 
 18% of occupants (4 respondents) have to pay for their source of light. 
 10% of occupants (2 respondents) have to pay for the energy source used for 
cooking. 
 None of the occupants claim that they have to pay for the energy source used for 
heating. 
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Access to water, sanitation and refuse removal 
Water source Frequency % 
Piped internal 9 39% 
Piped yard tap 7 30% 
Borehole 7 30% 
Total 23 100% 
Table 94: Access to water 
Water access in the Phase A (Core 3) area is relatively formalised, with roughly a third of the 
occupants obtaining water from an inside tap, an outside tap or a borehole.  None of the occupants 
indicated that they have to pay for their water. 
 
Sanitation Frequency % 
Flush toilet 16 73% 
Other pit latrine 4 18% 
None (bush, rubbish dump, sand dunes) 2 9% 
Total 22 100% 
Table 95: Access to sanitation 
The large majority of respondents have access to formal sanitation facilities, with over three 
quarters using a flush toilet and a further 18% using pit latrines.  Only 9% (2 respondents) 
occupants claimed that they have no sanitation facilities.  None of the occupants indicated that 
they have to pay for access to sanitation. 
 
Only four occupants (17%) claimed that there was some kind of refuse removal at long intervals, 
while all other occupants said that they had to dispose of rubbish in a pit. None of the occupants 
indicated that they have to pay for refuse removal. 
 
Only two occupants had applied to the local council to receive access to electricity and water, 
while one was planning to pay the owner of the farm for access to these services. 
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EXISTENCE OF UNIQUE AREAS 
Unique area On farm Nearby 
Sacred area (incl. graves) 7 30% 6 26% 
Historical site 1 4% 1 4% 
Conservation area 5 22% 1 4% 
Other 1 4% 0 0% 
Table 96: Unique areas on the land or nearby 
The most common unique areas in the Dinokeng Phase A (Core 3) area are sacred sites, which are 
all gravesites.  One occupant also described two historical sites, “Broknut Kloof” and a museum at 
the “Tsewene Lodge”.  
 
Five occupants described the farms they lived on as conservation areas, since they were apparently 
being used as game reserves/wild animal camps.  One occupant claimed that one of these 
conservation areas was nearby.  The conservation areas were described as „in use‟ and „good for 
tourism‟.  According to the occupants, there are no archaeological sites in the area, but the 
Kameelriver at Uitvlugt was described as another unique area. 
INFORMATION ON OTHER HOUSEHOLDS ON THE LAND 
Number of other households Frequency % 
Two or three other households 5 24 
Four to five other households 11 52 
More than five other households 5 24 
Total 21 100 
Table 97: Number of other households on the land 
According to the occupants, an average of 5 other households live on the land.  It is likely that 
these estimates are for the general farm area, rather than the land primarily occupied by the 
respondent.  In the majority of cases (52%), there were four or five other households on the land. 
 
None of the other households on the land were said to be subletting.  The other households on the 
land were generally occupied farm workers.  
INFORMATION ON LAND TENURE 
None of the occupants explicitly pay any rent to live on the land, but some of them were unsure 
whether or not money might be deducted from their wages for this.  
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 Frequency % 
Yes 18 78 
No 5 22 
Total 23 100 
Table 98: Do you have another home? 
Over three quarters of the occupants have another home, and in all cases family members occupy 
the other house. 
 
 Frequency % 
Yes 9 39 
No 14 61 
Total 23 100 
Table 99: Are you aware of the government’s housing subsidy programme? 
There was only a moderate level of knowledge (39%) about the governments housing subsidy 
programme, and only one respondent said that he had ever received such a subsidy. 
Tenure status 
 Frequency % 
A written contract 2 10 
A verbal contract 9 43 
A work contract 7 33 
No contract 3 14 
Total 21 100 
Table 100: To enable you to stay on this land, do you have… 
The large majority (86%) of occupants have some form of contract that enables them to stay on 
the land.  In most cases, this is only a verbal contract, while a third of respondents said that their 
occupancy is linked to their work contract.  Only 10% of the occupants have a written contract.  
 
None of the respondents had made any attempt to formalise their living arrangements on the land. 
 
All occupants in the Phase A (Core 3) area mainly deal with the owner (a private individual or this 
person‟s manager) when they have to discuss issues relating to the land they currently occupy. 
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 Frequency % 
Friendly 21 91 
Unfriendly 2 9 
Total 23 100 
Table 101: Relationship with the person you mainly deal with concerning the land? 
The large majority of occupants had a good relationship with the person they mainly deal with, i.e. 
the owner or the owner‟s manager.  Only two respondents claimed that the relationship with this 
person was no longer good, but they did not specify any reasons for this. 
 
The only land-related problem, which was described by one occupant, was that overtime work was 
not paid for.  The complaining occupant did not offer any personal solution to this problem, but 
requested that the government should encourage landowners to increase the wages of their 
workers. 
VIEWS ON THE DINOKENG PROJECT 
 Frequency % 
Yes 5 22 
No 18 78 
Total 23 100 
Table 102: Have you heard of the Dinokeng Project before today? 
Four-fifths of the occupants interviewed had not heard of the Dinokeng project prior to being 
interviewed.  All 5 respondents who had heard about the project said that there had been meetings 
on their farms with representatives of the Dinokeng project. 
 
At this point in the interview respondents were read a short statement about the Dinokeng project.  
The statement is reproduced below: 
“The Dinokeng Project is aimed at developing a regional nature and culture-based 
tourism plan to stimulate a viable tourist destination in the north-eastern quadrant 
of the province. The proposed Dinokeng vision is of a vibrant rural community 
offering tourists a high quality and unique life experience of culture and nature in a 
safe and secure environment and in a sustainable way. The intention is to benefit all 
inhabitants of the area, including the poor and marginalised communities.” 
 
After listening to this statement respondents were asked whether they agreed with this proposed 
vision.  Almost all of the respondents (22 of the 23) agreed with the proposed vision.  The one 
respondent who did not agree with the statement did not supply any reasons for that answer. 
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Eighty-two percent of the respondents (18 of the 23) indicated that they were willing to become 
involved in the project, while the remainder were unsure.  Most of the respondents who were 
willing to become involved were hoping to obtain some sort of paid work arising out of the 
project, in particular as game rangers and providers of traditional craft and other tourism services. 
 
 Frequency % 
Yes 19 83 
Not sure 4 17 
Total 23 100 
Table 103: Do you think you will benefit from the Dinokeng Project? 
The majority (83%) of the occupants thought that they would benefit from the project, while only 
17% were not sure that they would benefit.  It is likely that those who thought they would benefit 
are hoping for some kind of paid employment arising from the project. 
Suggestions for Dinokeng project 
We asked respondents what they thought would work best on the Dinokeng project.   
 
 Frequency % 
Co-operation between all stakeholders 6 26 
Job opportunities 3 13 
Game farming 2 9 
Hotels/tourism accommodation 2 9 
Other 4 17 
Don't know 6 26 
Total 23 100 
Table 104: What do you think will work best about the Dinokeng Project? 
About a quarter of the respondents thought that the co-operation between all the stakeholders was 
the most important factor in the success of the Dinokeng Project, and that the developers of the 
project had to ensure the support of the people living on the land: 
If we can co-operate with it, that way Dinokeng can be successful.  
Everybody should participate for the project to be a success.  
 
This was followed by job opportunities for the occupants on the project: 
Create job opportunities and improve the life of the people.  
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Eighteen percent suggested particular forms of tourism, like the building of tourism 
accommodation and game farming.  The suggestions about game farming are likely to be linked to 
the fact that some occupants live on existing game farms, but it was also suggested that more 
animals would have to be brought to Dinokeng to make it more interesting to tourists. 
 
About a quarter of the respondents had no particular opinion about the Dinokeng Project, and one 
response suggests that this might be due to lack of information: 
We would like to see first the contents of the whole thing.  
 
Respondents also asked that the particular context of the area should be taken into account when 
developing the project: 
Awareness of both culture and nature of the area. 
 
 Frequency % 
If co-operation and participation are not ensured 7 30 
Mismanagement of the project 4 17 
Continued exploitation of workers 2 9 
No job creation 1 4 
Other 3 13 
Don't know 6 26 
Total 23 100 
Table 105: What do you think will not work about the Dinokeng Project? 
When asked what would not work in the Dinokeng project, the most common answer was that the 
project would fail if the developers did not ensure the co-operation and participation of the people 
living on the land. 
People should co-operate so that the plans of the project can be implemented 
effectively.  
If they don‟t work well with people, there will be no success. 
If we don‟t speak in one voice, things won‟t work out. 
 
Some respondents also voiced concerns about mismanagement of the project, and that this might 
lead to its failure. 
Embezzlement of funds. 
If animals are expensive, they won‟t be able to buy them. 
If they don‟t have guests. 
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One occupant obviously felt extremely worried about the possible impact of the Dinokeng Project 
on his life: 
We fear for our lives – we don‟t know what it brings. 
 
Finally, we asked respondents whether they had any suggestions to the government about the 
Dinokeng project.  
 
Suggestion for government Frequency % 
The government must finance and support the project 7 30 
Empowerment of black people/ improve their situation 5 22 
Need more information about the project 2 9 
Job creation 2 9 
Don't know/no suggestion 7 30 
Total 23 100 
Table 106: Suggestions for the government regarding the Dinokeng Project 
The main suggestion of the occupants was that the government should finance and support the 
Dinokeng Project to ensure its success: 
The government must give funds to the project. Workers there should be paid better 
salaries for them not to quit. 
The government should fund this project as it‟s having money. 
If they can give government a plan on what they wish to achieve, they can be helped 
anyhow. 
It‟s up to it to decide on this project. They can make it a success or a failure. 
The government should provide funds for this project. 
The government should finance the project. 
The government must market the project properly. 
 
Respondents were also concerned with the empowerment of black people, and asked the 
government to improve their current situation: 
Black people should be given access to own this land. 
Electricity and water should be brought to the land. 
The government should make it a point that the lives of the occupants and workers 
are improved. It should also see to it that our salaries are raised. 
The government should also concentrate on black people – to develop them in such a 
way that they can start good businesses like the lodges. 
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The government should try to improve the working conditions of the employees. 
Presently we work long hours and our pay is very low. I have been working here for 
five months, but I am not registered. I also pay UIF, even though I am not registered. 
 
Two occupants suggested that the government should place more emphasis on job creation on the 
project, but another two felt unable to comment without further information: 
The area under the project should be very big, so as to create jobs for people in the 
area. 
The government should ensure the creation of jobs, and also teach people about the 
importance of nature so that they will take care of it. 
It is very difficult to talk about something that you don‟t know. 
So far not yet, because it is the first time I have heard of the project. 
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REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: DINOKENG PHASE C (CORE 2) 
We interviewed 16 randomly selected occupants in Phase C (Core Area 2).  Because of the small 
size of the sample, the findings are presented in numbers of respondents rather than percentages. 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Of the 16 respondents, 13 were male and 3 were female.  The majority (14 respondents) of 
respondents interviewed in Phase C (Core Area 2) were African.  One respondent was coloured 
and one respondent was white.  The respondents were, on average, 43 years old.  The occupants 
we interviewed in Phase C (Core Area 2) generally lived on the land both during the week and on 
weekends, but 6 of them went home for weekends on a fortnightly or monthly basis. 
 
 Frequency 
Pedi (N.Sotho) 10 
Tswana 2 
Ndebele 1 
Zulu 1 
Afrikaans 1 
English 1 
Total 16 
Table 107: Home language 
The largest number of interviewed respondents speak Pedi as their home language.  The coloured 
respondent spoke English as a home language, and the white respondent Afrikaans. 
Household size 
 
 
Average 
size 
Standard 
Error 
Family 13.6  1.1 
In main household 5.1  0.6 
Outside main household 8.4  1.2 
Table 108: Average household size 
The average family size consisted of 13.6 people, and in each case approximately 8 family 
members lived outside the household. 
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Employment Status Frequency 
Formally employed 13 
Informally employed (including self-employed) 3 
Total 16 
Table 109: Employment status of respondents 
Only 3 of the 16 respondents in Phase C (Core Area 2) were not formally employed.  All 
occupants interviewed worked on the land they lived on. 
 
 Frequency 
Building/painting 3 
Service/domestic/sewing 3 
Factory worker 3 
Skilled profession (non-farm) 3 
Farm labourer 2 
Managerial 2 
Total 16 
Table 110: What type of work are you qualified to do? 
All occupants interviewed in Phase C (Core Area 2) had some kind of qualification/profession.  
One female respondent worked as a domestic worker and another was qualified as a 
dressmaker/hairdresser, but the third female respondent held a managerial position.  Skilled 
professions that were not related to farm work included a chemist, a laboratory assistant and an 
artist. 
 
 Frequency 
Wages from formal employment 10 
Income from the land 3 
Earnings from informal employment 1 
No answer 2 
Total 16 
Table 111: What is your household’s MAIN source of regular income? 
While 10 of the 16 respondents in Phase C (Core Area 2) claimed that their wages from formal 
employment provided the main source of income for their household, 3 occupants claimed that the 
land they lived on provided the most income.  All of these 3 respondents were formally employed. 
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 From land Total 
R 0 – R 1,000 1 1 
R 5,001 – R 10,000 1 2 
R 10,000 – R 15,000 2 2 
R 15,001 – R 20,000 0 3 
R 20,001 – R 30,000 1 2 
R 40.001 – R 50,000 1 1 
R 150,001 – R 200,000 1 1 
No response 9 4 
Total 16 16 
Table 112: What is your household’s approximate annual income? 
Only 7 of the 16 respondents answered this question with respect to income from their land, while 
12 respondents answered the question about their total income.  Eight of the 16 households had an 
annual income of less than R 20,000.  Only 4 respondents reported an annual household income of 
more than R 20,000, and in three cases this income seemed to be derived mainly from the land. 
 
Households reported an average expenditure of R 1,887 per month, or R 22,644 per annum.  The 
largest components of household expenditure were: 
 
Item Average monthly expenditure Proportion of total expenditure 
Food R 708 38% 
Transport R 343 18% 
Clothes and furniture R 254 13% 
Account payments R 232 12% 
Table 113: Key components of household expenditure 
LAND DETAILS 
Registered owner Frequency 
Individual 8 
Private company/trust 6 
No response 2 
Total 16 
Table 114: Name of registered owner of land 
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Most respondents said that the registered owner of the land in Phase C (Core 2) was an individual 
(5 of the 8 named Hans Sittel as the owner).  Six of the 16 respondents claimed that the land they 
lived on was owned by a company (for example a mining company) or a family trust (2 
respondents stated that the owner of the land was the Prinsloo Family Trust). 
 
Total use of land Frequency 
All of it 10 
Approximately three quarters 4 
Approximately half 2 
Total 16 
Table 115: What proportion of the land is currently being used? (total) 
All 16 respondents claimed that at least half of the total land was being used, and 10 of them 
stated that the entire land was being used. 
 
Personal/household use of land Frequency 
Less than one quarter 8 
None 2 
Other 5 
No response 1 
Total 16 
Table 116: What proportion of the land is currently being used? (Personal and household use) 
The occupants of Phase C (Core 2) use relatively little of the land, but only 2 respondents claimed 
that they used none of it.  Of the 5 respondents who answered „other‟, 4 stated that the only land 
they used was for their dwelling, while one respondent made use of a 10m
2
 plot. 
 
Main use (combined first and second mentions) Frequency 
Recreation/tourism/accommodation 7 
Conservation/game farm 5 
Grazing 2 
Fallow 1 
Other (specify) 6 
Table 117: Main uses of land (21 responses) 
According to the occupants of the Phase C (Core 2) area, the most common uses for the land are 
recreation and tourism, as well as conservation and game farming.  Relatively little of the land 
seems to be used for grazing or other agricultural activity.  Four respondents stated that the land 
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they lived on was used for mining, while 2 other respondents simply described its main use as „for 
work‟.  
 
None of the respondents said that there were plans to change the current use of the land. 
 
Distance in Km from nearest… Average distance  Greatest distance 
…School 14 40 
…Hospital 27 85 
…Clinic 6 10 
…Traditional Healer 12 18 
…Post Office 16 40 
…Police Station 13 20 
…Shop 16 85 
…Taxi Stop 7 12 
…Bus Stop 6 10 
…Pension Pay Point 11 40 
Table 118: Distance to nearest facilities (in km) 
The majority of facilities are relatively close by for most occupants, and very few have to travel 
more than 20kms to reach any facility. 
 
Most common mode of transport to… Transport 
…School Taxi (4) or bus (3) 
…Hospital Taxi (3) or private car (3) 
…Clinic On foot (6) or taxi (3) 
…Traditional Healer Taxi (3) 
…Post Office Taxi (5) or on foot (3) 
…Police Station Taxi (6) or private car (3) 
…Shop On foot (4) or taxi (4) 
…Taxi Stop On foot (6) 
…Bus Stop On foot (6) 
…Pension Pay Point On foot (3) or taxi (3) 
Table 119: Most common mode of transport to facilities 
Occupants in Phase C (Core 2) generally walk or use a taxi when they need to make use of 
facilities in the area.  Private cars only seem to be used for visits to the hospital or the police 
station. 
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MIGRATION PATTERNS 
Length of residence on land 
Length of residence Frequency 
Less than a year 3 
One to five years 2 
Six to 10 years 2 
11 to 15 years 3 
16 to 20 years 2 
Over 20 years 3 
No response 1 
Total 16 
Table 120: Length of residence on this land 
None of the occupants interviewed claimed that they had been born on the land.  On average, 
occupants have lived on this land for 13 years with the longest period of residence being 35 years. 
Previous province / type of area of residence 
Province Frequency 
Gauteng 8 
Northern Province 4 
Mpumalanga 2 
North West 2 
Total 16 
Table 121: Previous province of residence 
All 16 occupants interviewed in Phase C (Core 2) are from the general vicinity of the area, and 
none of them have lived further away than Gauteng. 
 
Previous area of residence Frequency 
Traditional rural settlement 6 
Commercial farm 6 
Informal settlement 2 
Small town 1 
City 1 
Total 16 
Table 122: Previous area of residence 
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Twelve of the 16 interviewed respondents previously lived in traditional rural settlements or 
commercial farms.  Relatively few respondents moved to their current location from more urban 
settings. 
 
Previous type of dwelling Frequency 
House 8 
Traditional structure 3 
Shack in backyard 3 
Shack in squatter area 1 
Hostel / compound 1 
Total 16 
Table 123: Previous type of dwelling 
Half of the 16 respondents lived in a house before moving to the Dinokeng area, but the other 8 
respondents lived in more informal or traditional dwellings before moving to their current 
location. 
INFRASTRUCTURE ON LAND 
Construction type and size of main building 
The roofs of occupants‟ dwellings are predominantly constructed of zinc (12 respondents), while 
the other construction materials used were thatch (1) and brick (1).  Four of the dwellings had 
cardboard ceilings and one ceiling was made of mud, but in the remaining dwellings no ceiling 
materials were visible.  In 9 of the dwellings the walls were constructed out of bricks.  In three 
dwellings, the walls were made of mud. 
 
Number of rooms Frequency 
1 4 
2 3 
3 1 
4/5 3 
6+ 5 
Total 16 
Table 124: Size of current dwelling 
Half of the 16 respondents in Phase C (Core 2) live in dwellings with 3 rooms or less.  Five of the 
16 occupants have at least 6 rooms in their dwelling. However, few of these dwellings seem to be 
in a very good condition, with 5 respondents saying their dwelling is maintained poorly and 3 that 
C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY 
 
 
100 REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: DINOKENG PHASE C (CORE 2) 
it isn‟t maintained at all.  Six respondents felt their dwelling was maintained adequately, but only 
1 thought the building maintenance was excellent.  
Improvements to the infrastructure (dwelling) on the land 
Eight of the 16 interviewed respondents in Phase C (Core 2) said that improvements to their 
current dwelling had been made since they had started living in the area. 
 
 Two occupants said that the roofs of their dwellings had been fixed. This had been paid for by 
the mine management and by Savannah Lodge. 
 One respondent said that the plumbing had been fixed at the expense of his employer. 
 In two cases, rooms had been added to an existing dwelling.  One occupant said that this 
expansion had been paid for by the farmer. 
 Four occupants had painted the walls of their dwelling. Three of the respondents claimed this 
improvement had been paid for by someone else (Mine authority, Savannah Lodge, employer), 
while one respondent claimed that he as the owner of the dwelling had paid for its painting. 
 One occupant had added an outside toilet to his dwelling, while another had added a garage. 
Number and type of buildings 
According to the figures provided by the occupants, there are an average of 12 residential 
buildings on the land. However, it is likely that some respondents misinterpreted the question and 
estimated the number of residential buildings in the entire area rather than just on their land.  Ten 
occupants stated that there were an average of 4 meeting hall/dining hall/chalet buildings on the 
land, and one respondent indicated that there were 2 conference building/dining room/related 
facility buildings on the land.  In 4 cases, occupants claimed that there were between 1 and 7 non-
residential buildings on the land.  
 
The main type of building material used in the construction of these residential dwellings was 
either brick (14 respondents) or mud brick (2 respondents). 
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Availability of irrigation, fencing, storage, electricity and telephones 
 
Available infrastructure Frequency 
Irrigation 1 
Fencing 13 
Storage 4 
Electricity 15 
Telephones (Telkom) 11 
Cell-phone reception 12 
Other 2 
Table 125: Available infrastructure on the land 
The most common infrastructure facilities mentioned by the respondents were electricity, fencing 
and telephone services.  Three respondents described cell-phone reception as good.  Only one of 
the 16 occupants interviewed in Phase C (Core 2) said that there was irrigation available.  This 
irrigation facility consists of a borehole.  
 
Other available infrastructure was described as drinkable water on the land and the mine. 
Energy sources for cooking, heating and lighting 
 
Energy source Lighting Cooking Heating 
Electricity from grid 14 10 8 
Paraffin 1 0 1 
Wood 0 5 2 
Candles 1 0 0 
No response 0 1 5 
Total 16 16 16 
Table 126: Energy sources 
The main energy source used for lighting, cooking and heating was electricity from the grid.  
Wood was another main source of energy for cooking and heating. 
 
In addition: 
 Seven of the 16 interviewed occupants have to pay for their source of light. 
 Five of the occupants have to pay for the energy source used for cooking. 
 Six occupants claim that they have to pay for the energy source used for heating 
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Access to water, sanitation and refuse removal 
Water source Frequency 
Borehole 7 
Piped internal 7 
Piped yard tap 2 
Total 16 
Table 127: Access to water 
Nine of the 16 respondents had access to piped water, 7 of them inside the dwelling.  The 
remaining 7 occupants accessed water at a borehole.  Only 4 of the occupants indicated that they 
have to pay for their water. 
 
Sanitation Frequency 
Flush toilet 10 
Other pit latrine 4 
Pit latrine with ventilation 1 
None (bush, rubbish dump, sand dunes) 1 
Total 16 
Table 128: Access to sanitation 
The majority (10) of the 16 respondents had access to a flush toilet.  Five occupants used pit 
latrines, but only one respondent claimed not to have access to any formal type of sanitation 
facility.  Two occupants indicated that they had to pay for access to sanitation. 
 
The majority (11 respondents) of the interviewed occupants claimed that there was no form of 
formal refuse removal.  Four other respondents said that someone removed the rubbish at least 
once a month, and one respondent indicated that rubbish was collected at more irregular intervals.  
Two respondents claimed that the removal of refuse had to be paid for. 
 
Very few respondents without access to electricity, water or sanitation had undertaken any steps to 
gain access to these services.  Only 1 occupant said that he had applied to the local council for 
access to all three services, while another said he was planning to pay a neighbour for access to 
electricity, water and sanitation.  
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EXISTENCE OF UNIQUE AREAS 
Unique area On farm Nearby 
Sacred area (incl. graves) 3 0 
Historical site 1 1 
Archaeological site 1 1 
Conservation area 1 3 
Other 2 0 
Table 129: Unique areas on the land or nearby 
The most common unique areas in Dinokeng are sacred sites, which in all cases are gravesites.  
Some of these graveyards are still in use.  The occupant who claimed that there were historical 
sites on the farm and nearby described them as mud huts.  One respondent claimed that the finding 
of old hoes qualified the area as an archaeological site. 
 
One area on a farm and two areas nearby farms were described as conservation areas.  These 
conservation areas appeared to contain game/wild animal lodges.  Other unique areas mentioned 
by the respondents were a mine and snooker. 
INFORMATION ON OTHER HOUSEHOLDS ON THE LAND 
Number of other households Frequency 
None 3 
One or two other household 2 
Three to five other households 4 
Six to seven other households 4 
More than seven other households 3 
Total 16 
Table 130: Number of other households on the land 
According to the occupants, an average of 7 other households live on the land.  However, it is 
again possible that respondents have misunderstood the question and that some have estimated the 
number of households in the general area rather than on their land.  The median was 5, which is 
likely to be a more accurate reflection of the number of households sharing land. 
 
Only one occupant claimed that other households on the land were subletting.  The majority of 
other households seemed to contain people who worked on this land.  
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INFORMATION ON LAND TENURE 
Only one occupant said he had to pay rent of R100 per month in order to live on the land.  This 
rent money was paid to the Meteorex Company. 
 
 Frequency 
Yes 13 
No 3 
Total 16 
Table 131: Do you have another home? 
Thirteen of the 16 occupants interviewed in Phase C (Core 2) said that they had another home 
somewhere else.  In all cases, other family members home currently occupied this home. 
 
 Frequency 
Yes 8 
No 7 
No response 1 
Total 16 
Table 132: Are you aware of the government’s housing subsidy programme? 
Half of the 16 respondents were aware of the governments housing subsidy programme, but none 
of the respondents had ever received a subsidy. 
Tenure status 
 Frequency 
A verbal contract 5 
A work contract 5 
No contract 4 
A written contract 1 
No response 1 
Total 16 
Table 133: To enable you to stay on this land, do you have… 
Occupants in Phase C (Core 2) most commonly have a verbal contract that enables them to live on 
the land (5 respondents) or their tenure is part of their work contract (5 respondents).  Four of the 
occupants had no tenure contract at all.  Only 1 of the occupants interviewed had a written 
contract.  
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None of the respondents had made any attempt to formalise their living arrangements on the land. 
 
 Frequency 
The owner (private individual or his/her manager) 10 
The owner (government) 1 
Formal lessee 1 
Other (specify) 2 
No response 2 
Total 16 
Table 134: Whom do you mainly deal with concerning the land you currently occupy? 
Ten of the 16 respondents said they mainly deal with the private owner or the owners manager if it 
concerned issues about the land they currently occupy.  Two respondents said they dealt with 
members of the hostel committee.  
 
 Frequency 
Friendly 13 
Unfriendly 1 
Other 2 
Total 16 
Table 135: Relationship with the person you mainly deal with concerning the land? 
The majority of occupants in Phase C (Core 2) have a good relationship with the person they 
mainly deal with concerning the land.  None of the respondents mentioned any land-related 
problems with this person. 
VIEWS ON THE DINOKENG PROJECT 
 Frequency 
Yes 1 
No 15 
Total 16 
Table 136: Have you heard of the Dinokeng Project before today? 
Only one of the respondents had heard of the Dinokeng Project prior to the interview.  The one 
person who knew anything about the project had heard about it from other local people.  
 
At this point in the interview respondents were read a short statement about the Dinokeng project.  
The statement is reproduced below: 
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 “The Dinokeng Project is aimed at developing a regional nature and culture-based 
tourism plan to stimulate a viable tourist destination in the north-eastern quadrant of 
the province. The proposed Dinokeng vision is of a vibrant rural community offering 
tourists a high quality and unique life experience of culture and nature in a safe and 
secure environment and in a sustainable way. The intention is to benefit all inhabitants 
of the area, including the poor and marginalised communities.” 
 
After listening to this statement respondents were asked whether they agreed with this proposed 
vision.  Almost all of the respondents (14 of the 16 respondents) agreed with the proposed vision.  
One respondent was unsure about the project, while the respondent who disagreed with the vision 
of the project felt the government should solve more important problems first. 
 
Most of the respondents (11 of the 16 respondents) indicated that they were willing to become 
involved in the project. These respondents were generally hoping to obtain some sort of paid work 
arising out of the project, for example by building, as game wardens, through provision of cultural 
entertainment or as artists/craftsmen. 
 
 Frequency 
Yes 12 
Not sure 3 
No 1 
Total 16 
Table 137: Do you think you will benefit from the Dinokeng Project? 
The majority of the occupants in Phase C (Core 2) thought that they would benefit from the 
project, but 3 respondents felt unsure about the issue and one was convinced the Dinokeng Project 
would not be beneficial to him.  The reason the respondent supplied for this was that only rich 
people would benefit from the project. 
Suggestions for Dinokeng project 
We asked respondents what they thought would work best on the Dinokeng project. Six of the 
respondents thought that the creation of jobs and general development of the area would work best 
for the Dinokeng project: 
It will bring employment, as people will be able to sell. 
People will get jobs. 
The area will be developed, and people can get various skills 
It should be a unified area with good access. 
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People should be taught different skills so we can help earn other, as we may have 
different understandings. 
To allow people to farm, mostly those who have been disadvantaged. 
 
Others suggested types of activities and infrastructure to make a success of the project: 
Attraction points, accommodation and transport. 
Fishing. 
Growing fruit vegetables. 
To build houses around the area and dams. 
 
The occupants felt to badly informed about the project, or thought that it was too early to make a 
judgement about the success of the project: 
Does not know enough to answer. 
It will only depend on how well this project is planned. 
Not sure. 
 
One respondent felt that it was important for the developers of the Dinokeng Project to respect 
human dignity and black culture when proceeding with their plans for the area. 
 
When asked what would not work in the Dinokeng project most of the occupants indicated that the 
project could fail if there was insufficient co-operation from the people in the area: 
If people don‟t work together, it will fail. 
If the project does not get the support from the people. 
It will depend on the people, if they work together it will succeed. 
Negative farmers will not benefit and destabilise the success of the project. 
 
One respondent obviously felt inspired by the Dinokeng vision, and expressed this in the 
following statement: 
Not any, because if we commit ourselves together like Dinokeng have said, 
everything is possible. 
 
However, another respondent did not believe that there was a need for the Dinokeng Project, and 
that there were more important issues to be dealt with in the area: 
Until such time that government deals with homelessness, there is no need for the 
attraction of visitors. 
 
C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY 
 
 
108 REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: DINOKENG PHASE C (CORE 2) 
Finally, we asked respondents whether they had any suggestions to the government about the 
Dinokeng project.  The responses to this question are reproduced in full below: 
Advertise it thoroughly for the other countries. Improve the transport system, 
recreational facilities and build a shopping complex. 
Dinokeng could be helpful in terms of water purification. 
Government should help in funding. 
I don‟t really know, but as I said building will be the most appropriate issue to start 
with. 
Investment must be in the big file investment, in the facilities such as boarding and 
lodging. 
Let Dinokeng come where the people are. Especially rural farming people need it. 
Nothing to say. 
People who live on farms should be the first ones to be considered. When the project 
starts, police should have a role to play to fight crime. 
Supply transport to farm workers. People walk long distances to get transport. 
The government should support the project to become successful, and not only 
support development in developed areas. 
Yes, if possible, I myself like farming, but I don‟t know what will happened when 
Dinokeng develop the area. Maybe something better will come up. 
 
Thirteen of the 16 respondents indicated that they would like to receive more information about 
the Dinokeng project. 
 
Most of the occupants did not think that the Dinokeng project would affect their relationship with 
the person they mainly dealt with concerning their land. 
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REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: ONVERWACHT 
We interviewed 39 randomly selected occupants on Onverwacht. 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Of the 39 respondents on Onverwacht, 28 were female and 11 were male. Twenty of the 
respondents were African, and 17 were Coloured.  The average age of the respondents was 47 
years, and there were no significant differences in the ages of male and female respondents.  All 
but one of the occupants interviewed lived on the land both during the week and on weekends. 
 
Home Language  Frequency Percent 
Afrikaans 25 64% 
Ndebele 4 10% 
Zulu 2 5% 
Pedi (N.Sotho) 2 5% 
South Sotho 2 5% 
Tswana 2 5% 
Other 2 5% 
Total 39 100% 
Table 138: Home language of respondents 
The majority of the respondents speak Afrikaans.  The other respondents were relatively evenly 
split between speaking Ndebele, Zulu, Pedi, South Sotho and Tswana as their home language.   
Household size 
 
 Average size Standard Error 
Family 5.9  0.5 
In main household 3.9  0.3 
Outside main household 2.0  0.4 
Table 139: Average household size 
The average family size consisted of approximately 6 people and in each family approximately 
two family members lived outside the household. 
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Employment Status Frequency % 
Unemployed – looking for work 15 39% 
Informally employed (including self employed) 9 23% 
Not working – retired/pensioner 9 23% 
Formally employed 3 8% 
Not working – home-maker 3 8% 
Total 39 100% 
Table 140: Employment status of respondents 
Only 8% of respondents were in formal employment, and 23% were informally employed.  The 
majority of respondents were either unemployed (39%), retired (23%) or were primarily occupied 
with running a home (8%).  Four of the respondents (2 formally and 2 informally employed) 
worked in the nearby town.  One formally and one informally employed respondent worked on a 
nearby farm, and only one respondent reported working on the land they lived on.  
 
 Frequency % 
Nothing 9 25 
Domestic work 7 19 
Sewing/knitting 6 17 
Other skilled profession 4 11 
Labourer 2 6 
Factory worker 2 6 
Other 6 17 
Total 36 100 
Table 141: What type of work are you qualified to do? 
A quarter of the occupants did not have any formal qualifications.  Female respondents were more 
likely to mention being qualified for domestic work, while males tended to mention factory work 
and other skilled professions such as plumbing, teaching, painting and driving. 
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 Frequency % 
Earnings from informal employment 13 35% 
State Transfers (e.g. pension) 10 27% 
Wages from formal employment 6 16% 
Income from other enterprises off the land 2 5% 
Income from outside the household 2 5% 
Sale of goods produced within the household 1 3% 
Other 3 8% 
Total 37 100 
Table 142: What is your household’s MAIN source of regular income? 
The main source of household income among these occupants is either earning from informal 
employment or state transfers (pensions).  Respondents were not necessarily the main providers of 
income in their households. 
 
 
From land 
(N=17) 
Total 
(N=31) 
R 0 – R 1,000 53% 16% 
R 1,001 – R 5,000 12% 19% 
R 5,001 – R 10,000 6% 32% 
R 10,000 - R 15,000 0% 3% 
Don‟t Know 29% 29% 
Total 100 100 
Table 143: What is your household’s approximate annual income? 
Only 17 of the 39 respondents answered the question about approximate annual income from their 
land, while 31 respondents answered the question about their total annual income (all income 
including income from the land).  Almost 70% of the households obtain an income of less than 
R 10,000 per year and 35% earn less than R 5,000 per year.  None of the occupants reported 
earning more than R 15,000 per year, and only 3% earn between R 10,000 and R 15,000.  More 
than half (53%) of the households who answered the question received an income of less than 
R 1,000 from the land each year. 
 
Households reported an average monthly expenditure of R 757, or R 9,086 per annum.  The 
largest components of household expenditure were:  
 
C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY 
 
 
112 REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: ONVERWACHT 
Item Average monthly expenditure Proportion of total expenditure 
Transport R 271 36% 
Food R 265 35% 
Clothes and furniture R 76 10% 
Education R 64 8% 
Table 144: Key components of household expenditure 
LAND DETAILS 
Registered owner Frequency % 
Government/State 21 55% 
Private owner 11 29% 
Don‟t know 6 16% 
Total 38 100% 
Table 145: Legal owner of the land 
More than half (55%) of the occupants in this area indicated that the state owned the land, while 
29% indicated that a private owner owned the land.  Almost a fifth did not know who owned the 
land. 
 
Total use of land Frequency % 
All of it 15 40 
Approximately three quarters 2 5 
Approximately half 16 42 
Approximately one quarter 1 3 
Less than one quarter 2 5 
None 2 5 
Total 38 100 
Table 146: What proportion of the land is currently being used? (total) 
Forty percent of the occupants say that all the land is being used, and almost all (87%) say that at 
least half of the land is in use. 
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Personal/household use of land Frequency % 
All of it 14 37 
Approximately half 3 8 
Approximately one quarter 1 3 
Less than one quarter 7 18 
Other 13 34 
Total 49 100 
Table 147: What proportion of the land is currently being used? (personal and household use) 
Almost half (45%) of the occupants were using at least half of their land for personal or household 
use.  However, another 52% of occupants used less than a quarter of the land for themselves and 
their household. 
 
Main use (combined first and second mentions) % 
Recreation/tourism/accommodation 51 
Agriculture 21 
Grazing 13 
Subsistence farming 8 
Other 10 
Total  100 
Table 148: Main uses of land 
Occupants said that the main uses of the land were for recreation, tourism or accommodation.  
Approximately one-third of the occupants said that the land was mainly used for agriculture and 
grazing purposes.  Only 8% of occupants said that the land was used for subsistence farming.  
 
Plan for changes Frequency % 
Yes  4 11 
No 34 89 
Total 38 100 
Table 149: Are you planning any changes in your use of the land? 
Of the four occupants who were planning to change the use of their land, one wanted to build a 
house, one wanted to „add rooms‟, another wanted to grow fruit and vegetables and another 
wanted to start a business. 
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Distance in Km from nearest… Average distance  Greatest distance 
…School 3 20 
…Hospital 31 50 
…Clinic 1 5 
…Traditional Healer 3 20 
…Post Office 16 20 
…Police Station 17 20 
…Shop 4 20 
…Taxi Stop 2 5 
…Bus Stop 2 5 
…Pension Pay Point 2 5 
Table 150: Distance to nearest facilities (in km) 
The majority of facilities are relatively close by for most occupants, although occupants reported 
spending more than a third of their income on transport costs.. The hospital is furthest, but the 
clinic is within easy reach.  
 
Most common mode of transport to… Transport 
…School On foot (86%) 
…Hospital Taxi (67%) 
…Clinic On foot (97%) 
…Traditional Healer On foot (85%) 
…Post Office Taxi (61%) 
…Police Station Taxi (71%) 
…Shop On foot (80%) 
…Taxi Stop On foot (97%) 
…Bus Stop On foot (97%) 
…Pension Pay Point On foot (97%)  
Table 151: Most common mode of transport to facilities 
Occupants generally walk to facilities because of the relatively short distances.  The Post Office 
and Police Station together with the hospital are the furthest away, and occupants generally catch 
taxis to reach these places.  There was relatively little use of private cars or bicycles to access any 
of the available facilities and bus services in the area appear to be infrequent. 
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MIGRATION PATTERNS 
Length of residence on land 
Length of residence Frequency % 
Less than a year 1 3 
One to five years 9 28 
Six to 10 years 8 25 
11 to 15 years 4 13 
16 to 20 years 0 0 
Over 20 years 6 19 
Born on this land 4 13 
Total 32 100 
Table 152: Length of residence on this land 
Four of the occupants were born on the land.  On average, occupants have lived on this land for 10 
years. 
Previous province / type of area of residence 
Province Frequency % 
Gauteng 24 67 
Mpumalanga 11 31 
North West 1 3 
Total 36 100 
Table 153: Previous province of residence 
The majority of current occupants had lived in Gauteng before moving to their current location.  
 
Previous area of residence Frequency % 
Commercial farm 18 50 
Traditional rural settlement 6 17 
Informal settlement 5 14 
City 4 11 
Small town 3 8 
Total 36 100 
Table 154: Previous area of residence 
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Half of occupants have moved to their current location from commercial farms.  There was also 
some migration to the area from traditional rural settlements and informal settlements.  Only a few 
occupants moved from cities (11%) and small towns (8%) to the Dinokeng area.  
 
Previous type of dwelling Frequency % 
House 27 75 
Shack in squatter area 5 14 
Traditional structure 3 8 
Part of house 1 3 
Total 36 100 
Table 155: Previous type of dwelling 
The large majority of current occupants had lived in a house (75%) or a shack in a squatter area 
(14%) before moving to their current location.  These figures seem to indicate moving to the area 
was a choice for many of the occupants, rather than a necessity, since many of them relocated 
from the general vicinity and from formal areas and dwellings. 
INFRASTRUCTURE ON LAND 
Construction type and size of main building 
The roofs of occupants‟ dwellings are almost all zinc (95%), with one or two being made out of 
tile and asbestos.  In almost three-quarters (73%) of the dwellings no ceiling materials were 
visible, although a fifth used zinc to construct their ceilings.  Bricks were used by three quarters 
(76%) of the occupants to build the walls of their dwellings.  Zinc and mud were also common 
building materials. 
 
Number of rooms Frequency % 
1 1 3% 
2 16 42% 
3 1 3% 
4 6 16% 
5 5 13% 
6 3 8% 
6+ 6 16% 
Total 38 100 
Table 156: Size of current dwelling 
Forty-two percent of the dwellings had two rooms, and more than half (53%) of the dwellings had 
at least 4 rooms, indicating that the majority of houses in this area are relatively spacious.  The 
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majority of the occupants (58%) claimed that their dwellings are adequately maintained, and 16% 
of respondents felt that their dwellings were in an excellent condition.  A quarter (24%) reported 
that their dwellings are poorly maintained, but only 3% said that they are not maintained at all.  . 
Improvements to the infrastructure (dwelling) on the land 
 Only 7 occupants (19%) said that improvements had been made to their present dwelling since 
they had started living in the area. 
 Of these, two occupants had painted the walls of their dwellings, and had financed this 
themselves.  
 One occupant had added rooms to the dwelling, one had installed a toilet, and another had 
made improvements to the plumbing.  All three occupants had paid for these improvements 
themselves.  
 Other improvements included plastering and adding windows, and occupants reported 
financing these improvements themselves as well.  
Number and type of buildings 
According to the figures provided by the occupants, there are an average of 166 residential 
buildings on the land.  However, it seems that some respondents misinterpreted the question and 
estimated the number of residential buildings in the entire area rather than just on their land.  None 
of the occupants reported that there was a meeting hall/dining hall/chalet or conference building 
on the land.  Eight occupants stated that there was at least one non-residential building on the land.  
 
Most (85%) of occupants said that the main type of building material used in the construction of 
these residential dwellings was brick, with zinc (5%), wood (3%), corrugated iron (3%) and mud 
bricks (3%) all being mentioned. 
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Availability of irrigation, fencing, storage, electricity and telephones 
 
Available infrastructure % Frequency 
Irrigation 23% 9 
Fencing 79% 31 
Storage 13% 5 
Electricity 69% 27 
Telephones (Telkom) 31% 12 
Cell-phone reception 33% 13 
Other 5% 2 
Table 157: Available infrastructure on the land 
The irrigation facility referred to generally consists of spraying with hosepipes.  The storage 
facilities generally consist of containers or shacks.  Telkom telephones were sometimes located at 
public places such as schools, rather than in the household.  The cell-phone reception might be 
higher than the specified figure, since it will obviously only be noticed by actual cell-phone users.   
Energy sources for cooking, heating and lighting 
 
 Lighting Cooking Heating 
Energy source N % N % N % 
Electricity from grid 27 69 13 31 7 24 
Electricity from generator 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Gas 0 0 1 3 0 0 
Candles 10 26 0 0 0 0 
Paraffin 2 5 13 33 8 28 
Coal 0 0 7 18 7 24 
Wood 0 0 6 15 7 24 
Total 39 100 39 100 29 100 
Table 158: Energy sources 
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Many of the occupants interviewed use candles for lighting and wood for cooking and heating.  In 
addition: 
 69% of occupants have to pay for their source of light. 
 31% of occupants have to pay for the energy source used for cooking 
 24% of occupants have to pay for the energy source used for heating 
 None of the occupants obtain electricity from a generator.  
Access to water, sanitation and refuse removal 
 
Water source Frequency % 
Piped internal 10 26 
Piped yard tap 16 42 
Piped public tap (free) 7 18 
Piped public tap/kiosk (paid for) 5 13 
Total 38 100 
Table 159: Access to water 
All occupants appear to have access to piped water of some kind. Three quarters (74%) of 
occupants (N=26) indicated that they have to pay for their water. 
 
Sanitation Frequency % 
Pit latrine with ventilation 18 49 
Other pit latrine 14 38 
None (bush, rubbish dump, sand dunes) 3 8 
Flush toilet 1 3 
Bucket toilet 1 3 
Total 37 100 
Table 160: Access to sanitation 
Pit latrines appear to be the most common form of sanitation facility, used by 87% of occupants.  
Only 2 occupants indicated that they have to pay for access to sanitation. 
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Refuse removal Frequency % 
None/dig pit 20 53 
Refuse removal at least once per month 14 37 
Refuse removal less than once a month 4 11 
Total 38 100 
Table 161: Access to refuse removal 
More than half (53%) of occupants said that there was no refuse removal, and that they disposed 
of their rubbish in a pit.  Seven (21%) of occupants stated that they had to pay for refuse removal.  
 
Fifteen occupants had applied to the local council to receive access to electricity, water and 
sanitation, and one had made arrangements to pay a neighbour.  The other occupants had not made 
any arrangements to receive access to these services. 
EXISTENCE OF UNIQUE AREAS 
Unique area On farm Nearby 
Sacred area (incl. graves) 21 54% 5 13% 
Historical site 17 44% 2 5% 
Archaeological site 1 3% 3 8% 
Conservation area 0 0% 1 3% 
Table 162: Unique areas on the land or nearby 
The most common unique areas in Dinokeng are sacred sites, which in all cases were gravesites.  
These gravesites are generally still in use.  A significant number of occupants also referred to a 
historical site, which in all cases appeared to be the same house, alleged to be 100 years old.  The 
house seems to be situated on the Onverwacht grounds and is still inhabited.  The archaeological 
site some respondents referred to appears to be called „Little Eden‟, but no further descriptions 
were provided by any of the occupants. 
 
The one occupant who claimed that there was a conservation area near Onverwacht described this 
as consisting of indigenous plants and wild animals, and said that it was in a good condition. 
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INFORMATION ON OTHER HOUSEHOLDS ON THE LAND 
Number of other households Frequency % 
None 14 34 
One other household 2 5 
Two other households 3 8 
3 to 5 other households 2 6 
More than five other households 4 12 
Unspecified 14 36 
Total 39 100 
Table 163: Number of other households on the land 
Respondents appeared to have been confused about this question, and it is obvious that some of 
them specified the total number of households they estimated to live in Onverwacht (4 
respondents estimated numbers ranging from 70 to 500).  Where respondents only specified the 
number of households living on the immediate land, it appears that very few plots are shared and 
that households generally stand alone. 
 
Only two occupants claimed that the other households on the land were subletting.  None of the 
other households on the land were said to contain workers on this land, and the precise nature of 
these households is not clear. 
INFORMATION ON LAND TENURE 
Three respondents (8%) claimed that they were paying rent to live on this land.  Another two 
respondents did not answer the question, but at least one of them appeared to be unsure about his 
status.  One respondent said he paid rent to his brother, while two occupants appeared to have a 
more formal landlord.  The respondent who had not answered the question said that he had to pay 
rates and taxes. 
 
 Frequency % 
Yes 12 31 
No 27 69 
Total 39 100 
Table 164: Do you have another home? 
About one third of the occupants have another home.  In the majority of cases (about 80%), this 
house was occupied by family members, but one dwelling was rented out to a tenant from outside 
the family and in two cases the other home was empty.  
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 Frequency % 
Yes 26 67 
No 13 33 
Total 39 100 
Table 165: Are you aware of the government’s housing subsidy programme? 
There was a fairly high level of knowledge (67%) about the governments housing subsidy 
programme, and 9 respondents (23%) had received such a subsidy in the past.  A further 3 
respondents were unsure about whether they had received a housing subsidy from the government. 
Tenure status 
 Frequency % 
No contract 15 43 
A written contract 14 40 
A verbal contract 6 17 
Total 35 100 
Table 166: To enable you to stay on this land, do you have… 
Over two fifths of the occupants have no contract at all, but almost as many claim to have a 
written contract which enables them to stay on the land.  An additional 17% of occupants say they 
have a verbal agreement with the owner or manager of the farm.  
 
Seven of the occupants (18%) claimed they had made attempts to formalise their living 
arrangements.  Two of them said that they had official documents / a housing permit, and one 
occupant stated that his mother had formalised their situation before her death.  One respondent 
misunderstood the question and stated that he had fixed the toilet and the refuse. 
 
 Frequency % 
The owner (government) 19 59 
The owner (private individual or his/her manager) 5 16 
Other  8 25 
Total 32 100 
Table 167: Whom do you mainly deal with concerning the land you currently occupy? 
The majority (59%) of occupants said that they dealt with the owner if there were issues 
concerning the land that they were occupying, and that this owner was the government.  A further 
16% also said that they were dealing with the owner, but that this was a private individual or that 
person‟s manager.  The occupants who did not deal with the owner generally discussed issues with 
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community members and relatives, but some respondents also said that nobody was available for 
this. 
 
 Frequency % 
Friendly 18 46 
Unfriendly 5 13 
No real relationship 11 28 
Unspecified 5 13 
Total 39 100 
Table 168: Relationship with the person you mainly deal with concerning the land? 
Almost half of the occupants had a good relationship with the person they mainly deal with, but a 
significant proportion also stated that there was no actual relationship with anybody.  In most of 
these cases, the owner of the land had been specified as the government, and respondents never 
had any contact with a person. 
 
Four occupants claimed that they had land related problems with the owner, two because promises 
of employment on existing projects had not been kept and one stated that there were problems 
with access to water and electricity.  One occupant named a specific person who had allegedly 
caused problems.  Possible solutions mentioned by the occupants were the fulfilment of promises 
or discussions with the Councillor.  They themselves were willing to organise meetings to solve 
existing problems. 
VIEWS ON THE DINOKENG PROJECT 
 Frequency % 
Yes 15 39 
No 24 61 
Total 54 100 
Table 169: Have you heard of the Dinokeng Project before today? 
Sixty percent of the occupants interviewed had not heard of the Dinokeng project before being 
interviewed.  The majority of those who had heard about the project (8 of the 15) had heard about 
it through a community meeting at the local clinic, while the remainder had heard about Dinokeng 
from friends or the people of Onverwacht. 
 
At this point in the interview respondents were read a short statement about the Dinokeng project.  
The statement is reproduced below: 
 
C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY 
 
 
124 REPORT ON OCCUPANTS: ONVERWACHT 
 “The Dinokeng Project is aimed at developing a regional nature and culture-based 
tourism plan to stimulate a viable tourist destination in the north-eastern quadrant of 
the province. The proposed Dinokeng vision is of a vibrant rural community offering 
tourists a high quality and unique life experience of culture and nature in a safe and 
secure environment and in a sustainable way. The intention is to benefit all inhabitants 
of the area, including the poor and marginalised communities.” 
 
After listening to this statement respondents were asked whether they agreed with this proposed 
vision.  Almost all (37 of 39) agreed with the proposed vision. The other two occupants were not 
sure. 
 
Eighty-five percent of the respondents (33 of 39) indicated that they were willing to become 
involved in the project.  Most of these respondents were hoping to obtain any sort of paid work 
arising out of the project but a few mentioned particular tasks such as baking, sewing, gardening, 
becoming involved in construction and acting as tourist guides. 
 
 Frequency % 
Yes 34 87 
Not sure 3 8 
Total 52 95 
Table 170: Do you think you will benefit from the Dinokeng Project? 
The majority of the occupants thought that they would benefit from the project and only 8% were 
not sure.  
Suggestions for Dinokeng project 
We asked respondents what they thought would work best on the Dinokeng project.   
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 Frequency % 
Job creation 11 31 
Empower and develop the community 9 26 
Cater more for tourists 5 14 
Co-operation of all stake holders 3 9 
Other 2 6 
Don't know 5 14 
Total 35 100 
Table 171: What do you think will work best about the Dinokeng Project? 
Occupants on Onverwacht were most concerned with the creation of jobs, and it was also clear 
that they were hoping to be able to make use of traditional arts and crafts skills to gain an income.  
Some of the detailed responses below illustrate this point: 
Create jobs because most of our people are unemployed. 
Allow women to do handwork, like crocheting and sewing, to be able to make a 
living. 
Do handwork and prepare food to sell to tourists. 
Opportunity to sell their tablecloths. 
 
Another important point for the occupants was the empowerment and development of the 
community by the project: 
Give people land for farming & work for themselves. 
To establish means of water and electricity to those who don‟t have. 
Develop the community and create jobs to alleviate theft. 
Community involvement and projects, traditional things, i.e. bids. 
Giving the poor money. 
 
When asked what would not work in the Dinokeng project most of the occupants indicated that the 
project could fail if there was insufficient co-operation within and between communities. 
Not trusting each other and being jealous. 
If people from Ellison do not communicate peacefully with the Onverwacht 
community. 
 
Some also felt that previous agricultural projects had not worked in this area and that future 
projects of a similar nature need to be carefully thought through.  
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Suggestions to the government Frequency % 
Empower and develop communities 11 36 
Job creation 5 16 
Involve communities 3 10 
Finance and support the project 2 7 
Respondent needs more information 1 3 
Don't know/no suggestions 9 29 
Total 31 100 
Table 172: Suggestions to the government about the Dinokeng Project? 
Most of the suggestions to the government involved empowering or developing local communities 
or creating jobs. 
 
Empower and develop communities: 
Buy us machines. 
Farmers should concentrate on poultry farming to benefit the Dinokeng. 
Government must develop the areas to bring tourist as well as develop people with 
skills. 
Government should promote equality among the people of Onverwacht 
Land for farming. 
Provide a dam to pump water for irrigation in the vegetable garden. 
Provide material to use in doing handwork. 
Roads should be fixed and government must built shopping centres in the area. 
 
Job creation: 
Contract a hall for dancing give me a shebeen licence. 
Create more jobs. 
Government should help create jobs. 
Provide jobs. 
The government should create jobs. 
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REPORT ON CLAIMANTS: ELLISON AND STEYNBERG, AND WALLMANNSTHAL 
There are a number of land claims of consequence to the Dinokeng project but only appointed 
community representatives for two of the claimant groups (the Wallmannsthal and Ellison-
Steynberg land claims) were willing and/or available to be interviewed.  These representatives 
were contacted through the office of the Regional Land Claims Commissioner (RLCC). The 
representatives declined to be interviewed as individuals, but agreed to jointly complete the 
Dinokeng Tenure Survey on behalf of their respective claimant group. Their designation as 
claimants denotes that they have lodged a claim in terms of the Restitution of Land Rights Act to 
land within the Dinokeng Study Area and intend to become the holder of land tenure on a 
particular land parcel, unless they accept an alternative form of redress.   Although the number of 
claimants contacted was insufficient to attempt any statistical analysis of the survey responses, 
their replies do begin to reveal the concerns and hopes of land claimants in regard to the Dinokeng 
project. 
BACKGROUND 
The Ellison-Steynberg claim spans 431 hectares of land in portions of the Doornkraal and the 
Onverwacht farms.  The land was expropriated from its individual owners as a „black spot‟ in 
terms of Apartheid legislation between 1965 and 1972.  Although it is still officially owned by the 
state, the claimants were granted full ownership of the land in an out-of-court settlement award 
made via s42D of the Restitution Act in September 2000. Disagreements on the allocation of the 
land to the 100 families involved have resulted in delays in the return of title deeds. This claim 
may affect some neighbouring conservancies, such as Tweedespruit or Brandback, which may be 
included in the core area of the Dinokeng project.   
 
An estimated 800 families are involved in the Wallmannsthal claim for 2366 hectares of state-
owned land, composed of the Wallmannsthal farm and a portion of the Buffelsdrift farm. This area 
was also expropriated as a „black spot‟ in terms of Apartheid legislation between 1965 and 1977.  
An out-of-court settlement award via s42D is likely but not all of the land will be restored since 
Wallmannsthal is currently a military base.  In addition the families are now dispersed and settled 
elsewhere and they may opt for financial compensation. This claim is of special relevance to the 
Dinokeng project as it may lie on a potential gateway to the tourist area. Its location suggests that 
Dinokeng may wish to engage in joint ventures with the claimants. 
LAND DETAILS 
The Ellison-Steynberg representative estimated that less than one quarter of the land they are 
claiming is currently used and that its primary use was for residence. They are not sure how many 
or what types of buildings are on the land, nor do they have information about available 
infrastructure.   
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Although the Wallmannsthal representative did not know what proportion of the claimed land is 
currently being used, and reported that it is predominantly used by the SANDF for military 
training.  He stated that the second chief use was for a water reticulation plant.  The representative 
noted that the Buffelsdrift conservancy has apparently unlawfully annexed some of their land and 
the Transvaal Agricultural Union bought some of the disposed land in 1980 and is now renting 
this cheaply to white farmers.  Therefore, the Conservation/game farming and grazing 
(particularly by Erasmus) were identified as the third and fourth main uses.  In addition to the 
Magalies Water Reticulation Plant, the Wallmannsthal representative recorded the existence of 
military buildings and Berlin Mission ruins on the land. They do not know whether there are other 
buildings on the claimed land.  Basic infrastructure is already available: electricity from the main 
grid, telephones, and cell-phone reception.  In addition, a canal near the water reticulation plant 
facilitates irrigation while the plant itself supplies water to the army base. Finally, there is 
abundant fencing put in place by the Buffelsdrift conservancy, Erasmus, and the SANDF. 
 
Over and above its basic utility, both groups reported several unique assets to the land they are 
claiming, including sacred grave sites and conservation areas that give shelter to indigenous trees 
and birds (Ellison-Steynberg) and, on the Wallmannsthal land, to the Pienaars River and its 
tributary.  The Ellison-Steynberg representative also pointed out historical Legose dam and the 
area‟s two holiday resorts: Little Eden and The Grottos.  Although the Wallmannsthal land does 
have the Berlin Mission, that historical building is currently in ruins.  The Wallmannsthal 
claimants additionally noted the existence of an archaeological site – namely an „elephant‟ 
footprint. At one stage there was also a site containing a fossilised human footprint, but it is 
alleged that this has since been destroyed by the army base development.  Finally, the claimants 
mentioned the community picnic spot on huge boulders on the Wallmannsthal land. 
RESPONDENTS’ PRESENT HOUSEHOLDS 
The Wallmannsthal representative could not answer questions as to their personal households.   
 
The Ellison-Steynberg representative did respond to the questions, however, as they were 
responding as a group they indicated that they live in a mixture of dwelling types, made from a 
mixture of materials, with differing access to services.  The committee estimated that on average 
the claimants‟ homes have four rooms per dwelling.  They did not indicate whether there have 
been any improvements made to their present dwellings since they started living there. This may 
be because the answer would again be different for each of the individuals in the group. 
VIEWS ON THE DINOKENG PROJECT 
Both representatives had heard of the Dinokeng Project before the survey.  The Ellison-Steynberg 
committee discovered it through the workshops organised by the Dinokeng Project.  The 
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Pienaarsrivier Rural Council informed the Wallmannsthal representatives about the project in 
1995, when it was still known as the North Eastern Gauteng Initiative (NEGI).  They said that 
their initial reaction was negative because they believed that the program was focusing on 
conservation and therefore could be a barrier to their settlement in the area. 
 
However, both communities agreed with the project proposal as presented in the survey. The 
project description emphasised both the need to include the rural community and the project‟s 
aims “to benefit all inhabitants of the area”. The Wallmannsthal committee‟s initial negative 
response faded since the Dinokeng project no longer seemed to place their land claim at risk but 
instead could actually improve lives of the residents living there.  They explained: 
Initially we were suspicious of the project as we thought it would jeopardise our 
claim.  Due to the way in which the local conservancy had behaved we were 
suspicious of any use of the word  „conservation‟. 
 
Both groups were also eager to play an active role in the project. The Ellison-Steynberg committee 
indicated that they wanted to participate “as a community having a direct stake in the project”.  
The Wallmannsthal representative indicated that they wished to become involved in the overall 
management of the project.  Furthermore, they suggested that Buffelsdrift would be an appropriate 
entrance to the Game Reserve area and envisioned that kiosks could be constructed and goods sold 
to tourists as they passed through. 
 
Advice offered by both groups focused on the need to develop structures that would ensure the 
direct involvement of the community as the project progressed. They also both pointed out the 
need for a focus on development, which will require a design for strategic land use, finance, and 
the provision of basic infrastructure and services.   
 
The Ellison-Steynberg representative recommended the government do the following: 
Ensure that the community has a direct impact 
Ensure that the community is assisted to be organised as an entity through which it 
can hold a direct stake in the developments and opportunities of Dinokeng 
Ensure that development orientation of the project is a priority 
The government should NOT disallow/reduce community input and participation 
 
The Wallmannsthal claimants gave more specific recommendations as to how the project should 
be organised so as to assure that their voice would be heard and as to how Dinokeng could work 
with the claimants to create viable employment:  
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Management 
There should be a management board for the whole area with representation of all 
stakeholders across the area.  This will ensure a sense of ownership of neighbouring 
communities 
Government (including municipalities) should be represented.  There should be a 
partnership approach 
Government should play a role as a mediator during issues of dispute 
Government should not make unilateral decisions. 
Government should ensure grassroots support of the project 
Status 
The governing body should not be a state institution – it should be an NGO with 
broad representation (including government). 
Most Wallmannsthal claimants would see the idea of direct shareholding in the 
institution as „a farfetched idea‟.  Their ability to participate at this level would be 
limited and the dividends will be too small, „like crumbs from the table‟.  Much more 
important will be genuine representation and influence on the project. 
Priorities 
Government should provide seeding finance for eco-tourism projects. 
There should be a route into Dinokeng that goes passed Wallmannsthal where 
claimant people could have kiosks to sell to the tourists.  
The claimant land itself should not be used for eco-tourism since the land will be 
divided individual sites for settlement.  In terms of the vision there will be no 
communal land to make available. 
Types of development 
Small business development on the non-arable land.  Among claimants there are 
variety of skills (shoe repairs, welding, car repairs, panel beating). 
Markets to supply Pretoria East, Wonderboom, the military base, the Pyramid. 
Infrastructural development 
We will need housing and all related infrastructure and services. 
 
In line with their enthusiasm to be involved in the project, both groups indicated that they would 
like to receive further information on the Dinokeng Project and included their details. 
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INFORMATION ON LAND TENURE 
Both groups perceived that the land restitution process looked to the past in order to create a just 
present.  For the Ellison-Steynberg claimants the restitution process is intended, “broadly, to 
address the historical imbalances around the land issue.”  In the view of the Wallmannsthal 
representative, the land restitution process should be more specifically tailored to restore exactly 
the same land as was taken away. He expressed disappointment that the Land Claim Commission 
did not want to restore precisely the same land and that offered insufficient compensation for the 
land lost: 
We are unhappy with the financial compensation being offered (R20 000 per 2.54 ha 
plot lost) – this does not come close to the potential value of the land. 
 
In fact, both groups declared that they would prefer the restoration of the claimed land over and 
above other options to be awarded alternative land or a financial compensation.  According to the 
Ellison-Steynberg committee, all 99 of the claimant families wish to physically return to the 
claimed land.  An estimated 75% of the approximately 800 dispersed families involved in the 
Wallmannsthal claim would like to physically return to the land. Wallmannsthal claimants are 
currently busy debating their choice between the R 20,000 offered as compensation or the land.  
As of the interview date, only 46 (15%) of the 316 had elected compensation.  The claimants had 
to indicate their choice by the 20
th
 September 2001. 
 
The Wallmannsthal and the Ellison-Steynberg claimants have produced, respectively, a Business 
Plan and the Dluda Report, which outlines their vision for future use of the claimed land.  The 
former includes plans for “individual plots for residential and small-scale agriculture”, “small 
industry on non-arable land”, and an “industrial park”. Both groups agreed to make these 
documents available to the Dinokeng Project.   
 
The respondents felt that the Dinokeng Project would have a positive effect on their vision for 
future use of the land.  The Wallmannsthal claimants re-emphasised that their perception of the 
project changed dramatically when they were informed it would not prevent them from using the 
land for residential purposes. “Our preference is for human habitation on our land, instead of 
animals.  This will enhance our livelihoods,” they said.   
 
The Ellison-Steynberg representative acknowledged that the Dinokeng Project also appears to 
complement their vision, in theory.  However, he was wary about the potential implications of the 
real implementation of the project:  
 
We like the ideas, but they are fairy tales until our power-base is secured in the form 
of title deeds and some form of legal entity that is resourced and effective, and can 
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be said to have an official mandate to represent the interests of the settlement 
households. 
 
Both groups have interacted with the respective owner of the land they are claiming. They 
recognise the owner as the legal owner of the land and report functional relationships despite 
evident friction at points.  Although initially they did not have a good relationship with the owner, 
the Wallmannsthal representative said, “Now it is cordial and there is a high element of trust.” 
Despite this very positive depiction, he still expressed concerns later in the survey concerning the 
DLA‟s capacity to treat them fairly upon integration with the RLCC:  
The integration of RLCC with (the) DLA means that (the) DLA has to both defend its 
assets (its land) and to defend the interests of the claimants – this is a clear conflict 
of interest. 
 
The Ellison-Steynberg claimants also expressed some dissatisfaction in interactions with the land 
owner even though their relations are affable on the surface:  
We have engaged with them as claimants and as citizens with rights. (Yet) at times 
we have felt badly treated by them.  They have taken so long to process the claim.  
Also we have and to do much of the research and organisational work to get the 
claim processed, but without resources and support.  We have at times been treated 
like “unpaid clerks” of the DLA and the Commission. 
 
The claimants have had very different experiences with the occupants currently on the claimed 
land.  The Wallmannsthal representatives refuted all five (SANDF, Magalies water, Buffelsdrift 
conservancy and Erasmus, TAU, and Komtjeketjeke) of the present occupants‟ rights to the 
claimed land and highlighted adversarial interactions with both SANDF and the Buffelsdrift 
conservancy. Their relationship with SANDF is improving, but relations with the Buffelsdrift 
conservancy are still tense: 
They tried to co-opt us into a wildlife project and when they realised our intentions 
with the land we became angry, they became threatening and the meeting 
degenerated into an argument 
 
The Buffelsdrift conservancy spans beyond the land claimed, so the Wallmannsthal 
representatives also reported hostile relations with their neighbours.  The Buffelsdrift site was 
fenced off following the 1998 meeting, making access to the gravesite on this land difficult.  In 
order to visit the graves, mourners must now phone the owner from the gate by cell phone. 
 
The Ellison-Steynberg committee regards itself as united with the neighbouring Onverwacht 
community.  However, there are some clear tensions due to the Onverwacht community‟s 
unauthorised use of claimed land.  This includes the construction of housing on the land under 
claim (both privately and through the RDP), the dumping of refuse onto Ellison-Steynberg land, 
and the excavation of road-construction materials from the land under claim. The committee 
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maintains that the present occupants have no rights to the claimed land as no permission was given 
for the construction of housing on the land even though the land claim was already gazetted when 
the building went ahead.  The Ellison-Steynberg committee reported cordial relationships with the 
three occupants on nearby land: Tweedespruit Conservancy, Cullinan Agricultural Union and 
Premium Diamond. 
 
When asked what they believed to be the best possible outcome of their land claim, the 
Wallmannsthal committee once again emphasised that they want: 
The return of exactly the same land and the same size stands to the claimants 
 
“If this is not done,” they warn, “there is going to be a real tug of war.”  The worst-case scenario 
would be to see the terms of the land transfer change in a way that would make it impossible for 
its residents to make a living in a sustainable manner.  The representative wrote:  
We are told that the reduction of the size of the individual land parcels and their 
consolidation into one area will reduce the most of the implementation of 
infrastructure.  The proposal is to give us 1.1 hectare plots plus R13,000 
compensation.  We regard such size reduction and consolidation as unacceptable.  
This is an agriculturally zoned area.  We want to engage in small-scale agriculture, 
and in industrial projects where land is not arable.  We do not want to repeat a 
township experience.  For this reason we want to keep the stands large.  If people 
are not able to survive on their land they will be tempted to make money by renting 
out bits of land to tenants. 
 
The Ellison-Steynberg representative identified the best possible outcome as the transfer of the 
title deeds followed by the creation of a viable institution that could facilitate the settlement 
process.  He presented three worst potential worst case scenarios:  
 Further delays in the return of title deeds to the claimants 
 Not receiving sufficient support to manage the implementation of the return.  Need 
assistance to drive social and economic development among the families that will be 
settling on Ellison and Steynberg.  If this does not materialise, the government will 
continue dealing with fragmented groupings unable to organise themselves effectively 
into one voice.  
 No resolution of the illegal occupations of claimed land. 
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SYNTHESIS OF DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY RESULTS 
There was a high degree of acceptance of the Dinokeng vision among owners, leaseholders, 
occupants and claimants.  The move towards tourism and conservation in the area seems to have 
support, and many of the respondents thought that it would bring about more jobs and 
development of infrastructure in the area.  There was also a concern that sufficient consultation 
and participation takes place, and that it would only work if everyone co-operated and there was 
sufficient funding from government. Claimants were particularly concerned that they get formal 
ownership of the land they are claiming. 
OWNERS 
In total 10 owners were interviewed – 7 in Phase A (Core 3) and 3 in Phase C (Core 2). 
 
Nearly all of the owners agreed with the Dinokeng vision, and were keen to participate in the 
project and benefit from it. Most of the future visions for the land included the development of 
game farms and tourist attractions. Many of the landowners are already using their land for game 
farming and related activities.  The respondents identified a number of benefits that could accrue 
from this project, including jobs for people living in the area, better conservation and 
management.  Some respondents expressed concern about the future of cattle and conventional 
farming and there is the possibility of conflict with one of the farm owners who wishes to increase 
his mining activities.  
 
There was some concern that the Dinokeng project was a disguise for some form of land reform 
initiative.  Almost all of the owners and managers would, in such circumstances, not support the 
project. 
 
The respondents felt that good organisation and budgeting would be required to get the project to 
work, and that a lot of grassroots participation would also have to take place with all people in the 
area for the project to get support.  The support of all residents was identified as a crucial factor 
for the success of the project. 
 
The owners reported that their relationships with the occupants on their land were uniformly good 
and no problematic relationships were mentioned.  It was further felt that occupants would benefit 
from the Dinokeng project. 
 
All owners but one asked to receive further information on the project. 
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CONSERVANCY OWNERS 
A total of 56 Conservancy owners replied to a postal survey.  Land in the Conservancy area is 
mostly owned by individuals who have been staying on the land for an average of 12 years.  The 
largest proportion of their land is being used for residential purposes.  However conservation 
and/or game farming are the second most mentioned uses.  The most common unique areas on 
both the respondents‟ farms and nearby land are conservation areas, in the form of nature reserves.  
Most of the owners‟ envisaged changes to their land use involved a shift towards tourist related 
facilities. 
 
The majority (88%) of the conservancy owners had heard of Dinokeng before and most of them 
(82%) agreed with the proposed vision.  Of these, 60% indicated that they were willing to become 
involved in the project. 
 
Conservancy owners supported the growth of conservation and tourism in the area.  They also felt 
that the area must be made more secure, sufficient funding must be made available, and the project 
should be advertised more widely.  There was, however, some distrust of what was to be done and 
how it was to be approached.  
LEASEHOLDERS 
Less than half of the leaseholders live on the land they are leasing.  Many of them live off the land 
as their contracts have very short time limits (mostly single year contracts) and they would not be 
compensated for any improvements made to or on the land.  Leaseholders are very anxious to get 
more secure and longer-term tenure of their land.  Where dwellings do exist, they were generally 
poorly maintained.  In many cases fencing appeared to be a problem and little was being done to 
improve this.  Many leaseholders thought it was the responsibility of government to fix their 
fencing.  
 
The size of land leased varied quite widely (the median size was 190 hectares) and in almost all 
cases all of the land is presently being used, mainly for grazing (92%). Very few leaseholders are 
currently engaged in conservation or game farming. Only 16 of the 38 leaseholders were planning 
to change the way in which they used their land and only 5 of these mentioned game farming.   
 
Almost three-quarters of the leaseholders had occupants on their land and they generally thought 
that they had a friendly relationship with their occupants.  The respondents who did not have a 
friendly relationship with their occupants cited reasons such as violent behaviour, personality 
differences or simply the fact that they were illegal occupants.  When asked what government 
could do to solve these problems the leaseholders pointed out the need to construct additional 
housing and to upgrade the level of services. 
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Almost a half of the leaseholders interviewed had heard about Dinokeng before and around a half 
of the leaseholders agreed with the Dinokeng vision.  All of these leaseholders indicated that they 
wanted to become involved with the project, but they were unclear about what their involvement 
should be. 
 
The leaseholders thought that the project would be good as it would increase tourism and money 
in the area, and assist in providing more services to the area.  The only negative sentiments 
expressed were about the possible lack of participation and the problems that cattle farmers may 
have with game farms in the proximity.  Money was seen as a key element to ensure that the 
project would work (financial assistance mainly), as well as added security, good participation and 
cooperation. 
 
Almost all of the leaseholders interviewed indicated that they would like to receive further 
information on the Dinokeng project. 
OCCUPANTS 
We interviewed a total of 132 occupants (23 occupants in Phase A (Core Area 3), 54 occupants in 
Phase B (Core Area 1), 16 occupants in Phase C (Core Area 2) and 39 occupants in Onverwacht). 
Employment 
The large majority (87%) of occupants in Phase A (Core 3) were formally employed, and likewise 
in Phase C (Core 2), 81% of occupants were formally employed (on the land they lived on).  In 
contrast, in Phase B (Core 1), only 9% of respondents were formally employed.  The majority of 
these occupants were either informally employed (55%) or unemployed (28%), although many of 
the occupants use their land for grazing or to a lesser extent, agriculture. In Onverwacht, a 
similarly low percentage (8%) of occupants were formally employed.  Twenty-three percent were 
informally employed, while the majority of respondents were either unemployed (39%), retired 
(23%) or were primarily occupied with running a home (8%).  The contrast between Phase A and 
Phase C occupants and those on Phase B and Onverwacht is very clear.  Occupants on privately 
owned farms are most likely working on those farms, whereas farms falling under leaseholders 
and public ownership are more likely to be supporting occupants who have no employment.  
Length of residency 
Very few occupants who were interviewed had been born on the land on which they now lived 
and in most cases had been living on the land for approximately 10 years.  In Phase A (Core 3), 
none of the occupants had been born there and they had lived there for an average of only 7 years.  
Similarly, in Phase C (Core 2), none of the occupants had been born on the land and, on average, 
respondents had been living on the land for 13 years.  However, in Phase B, (6%) and on 
CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY 
 
 
SYNTHESIS OF DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY RESULTS 137 
Onverwacht (10%) small proportions of occupants had been born there.  In these areas occupants 
had been living on the land for an average of 9 years and 10 years respectively.  
Cost of occupying land 
Almost none of the occupants who were interviewed pay rent to live on the land.  In some cases 
they are farm workers, and living on the farm is part of their remuneration, and in other cases they 
are living on land where they do not have to pay rent.  The only reported rents were for one 
occupant in Phase C and for 3 occupants who were interviewed in Onverwacht.  
Use of land by occupants 
In Phase A (Core 3) and Phase C (Core 2), the farms on which occupants live are mainly used for 
game farming and conservation, and the occupants therefore reported that they use very little of 
the land for themselves.  In Phase B some occupants are using the land for grazing, and on 
Onverwacht, the use of land by occupants is slightly higher. Occupants report mainly using their 
land for recreation, tourism or accommodation (in most cases for their own accommodation). In 
Onverwacht 34% of the occupants use the land for agricultural and grazing purposes, and 8% of 
occupants said that they use the land for subsistence farming.  
Other homes 
Most occupants have other homes off the land occupied by other members of their family.  In 
Phase A (Core 3), over three-quarters of the occupants said that they have another home. In Phase 
B, about two-thirds of the occupants said that they have another home, while in Phase C four-
fifths of occupants indicated they have other homes.  However, in Onverwacht, only about one-
third of the occupants interviewed said that their family has another home elsewhere.  This shows 
an increased reliance of these households on Onverwacht compared with other occupants 
surveyed. 
Land tenure 
The existence of some form of written or verbal contract to stay on the land also seems to depend 
on whether the occupants are living on privately owned land, or on leased public land or in 
Onverwacht.  Occupants on privately owned farms are more likely to have some form of 
agreement about their occupation of the land.   
 
In Phase A (Core 3), the large majority (86%) of occupants have some form of contract that 
entitles them to stay on the land.  Occupants mainly deal with the owner (a private individual or 
this person‟s manager) when they have to discuss issues relating to the land they currently occupy. 
The large majority of occupants had a good relationship with the owner or the owner‟s manager.   
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Phase C occupants are similarly likely to have a verbal contract which enables them to live on the 
land (5 out of 16 respondents) or their tenure is part of their work contract (5 out of 16 
respondents).  Only four of the occupants were not aware of any contract.  In such cases they 
largely deal with the manager or owner with regard to their tenure status.  However, two 
occupants mentioned that they dealt with a hostel committee.  Most of the occupants have a good 
relationship with the manager/owners and no problems were reported. 
 
Unlike the above two cases, occupants in Phase B (Core 1) were less likely to have any contract to 
occupy the land.  Almost half of the occupants had no contract with the owner/leaseholder of the 
land.  However, the majority also reported a good relationship with the person they mainly deal 
with concerning the land.  The problems mentioned were threats of eviction, stock-theft and 
allegations of nepotism.  The respondents who did have problems indicated that negotiation or re-
allocation of land would be the best possible solution to these problems.   
 
Similarly, on Onverwacht, over two-fifths of the occupants have no contract at all, but almost as 
many claim to have a written contract which enables them to stay on the land.  An additional 17% 
of occupants said they have a verbal agreement with the owner/manager of the farm, i.e. the 
government.  The majority (59%) of occupants said that they dealt with the owner if there were 
issues concerning the land that they were occupying, and that this owner was the government.  A 
further 16% also said that they were dealing with the owner, but that this was a private individual 
or that person‟s manager.  Almost half of the occupants said that they had a good relationship with 
the person they mainly deal with, but a significant proportion also stated that there was no actual 
relationship with anybody as the owner was the government and they had never had any contact 
with a person.   
Knowledge of Dinokeng, and acceptance of the proposals 
Knowledge about the Dinokeng project was more limited among occupants than any other group 
surveyed.  This probably has much to do with limited access to media and information letters and 
knowledge of meetings.  It will be very important to ensure that this group is kept informed about 
the progress of the project in the future and not left out. 
 
Only about one-fifth of occupants in Phase A and Phase B knew of Dinokeng, while only 1 out of 
16 respondents had heard about it in Phase C.  At Onverwacht, knowledge of the project was 
highest – about 40% of the occupants had heard of the project. 
 
While there was very little knowledge about the project, once respondents heard about the project, 
their responses were generally positive.  In Phase A, 22 out of 23 occupants agreed with the aims 
of the project and 82% wanted to be involved with it.  In Phase B, 50 out of 54 occupants agreed 
with the project and 80% expressed willingness to become involved in it.  In Phase C, 14 out of 
CONFIDENTIAL – FOR INTERNAL DACEL USE ONLY C A S E RESEARCH: DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY 
 
 
SYNTHESIS OF DINOKENG LAND TENURE SURVEY RESULTS 139 
the 16 occupants interviewed agreed with it, and eleven of them expressed a willingness to 
become involved in it.  On Onverwacht, 37 out of 39 agreed with the Dinokeng vision, and 85% 
wanted to be involved in it.   
 
In all cases, the most popular reason for agreeing with the vision and wanting to become involved 
was the hope of obtaining work that may arise out of the project.  Some occupants expressed a 
specific wish to become involved in tourist related work such as game ranging, crafts, cooking etc.  
The most important factors that the occupants raised are the need to get cooperation and 
participation of all stakeholders in the area, the need for financial assistance and infrastructure 
provision, sufficient publicity to get tourists into the area and the need for community 
development.  
CLAIMANTS 
Group interviews were held with two claimant committees, representing the Wallmannsthal and 
Ellison-Steynberg land claimants.  Attempts to arrange interviews with more such committees 
were unsuccessful.  Although only two interviews were held, the replies begin to reveal the 
concerns and hopes of land claimants in regard to the Dinokeng project. 
 
Both claimant representatives had heard of the Dinokeng project.  After it was clarified that the 
project did not put their claims in jeopardy, both groups agreed with the proposals.  They were 
also eager to play an active role in the project.  Both groups indicated that structures should be 
developed that will ensure the continuous involvement of their communities in the project over 
time and gave recommendations as to how this should be done.  These included recommendations 
on what should be prioritised, who should be involved and how, and what type of development 
and infrastructure would be needed. Both claimant representatives asked for further information 
and to be kept informed about the project.  
 
Both claimant groups have produced vision documents / business plans on the future use of the 
land.  They believed the Dinokeng project would have a positive effect on their vision for the land. 
However, both were concerned that they had not yet received formal ownership of the land in 
spite of formal agreements having been signed with the government.  Ellison-Steynberg claimants 
also felt some dissatisfaction with the landowner.  The Wallmannsthal representative refuted all 
five of the present occupants‟ rights to the claimed land, and mentioned some problem areas 
existed with some of these.   
 
Ellison-Steynberg claimants felt that they were in some way united with the neighbouring 
Onverwacht community. However, potential tensions were apparent, particularly around problems 
in regard to the unauthorised use of some of the claimed land.  The Wallmannsthal community 
wanted the restitution of exactly the same land, and the same size stands as they had previously 
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occupied. They strongly disagreed with the argument that they should settle more closely together 
in order to reduce costs of infrastructure and servicing. 
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ANNEXURE: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED BY DACEL 
 
 Yes No Total 
Not specified 12  12 
Bezuidenhoutskraal 2  2 
Kameelpoort 3 4 7 
Klipdrift  1 1 
Kliprand 1 1 2 
Rietfontein 1  1 
Rooibank 1  1 
Rooikop  1 1 
Rust de winter 45 18 63 
Uitvlugt 1 1 2 
Vergenoeg mine 1  1 
Total 67 25 92 
Table 173: Question 56 - Do you have another home (occupants in all core areas), by area. 
 
 
Family 
members Total 
Not specified 12 12 
Bezuidenhoutskraal 2 2 
Kameelpoort 3 3 
Kliprand 1 1 
Rietfontein 1 1 
Rooibank 1 1 
Rust de winter 44 44 
Uitvlugt 1 1 
Vergenoeg mine 1 1 
Total 66 66 
Table 174: Question 57 - If yes, who lives there? (occupants in all core areas), by area. 
 
In all cases, respondents answered that the other homes were being lived in by family members. 
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Not specified 10  1  1     
Bezuidenhoutskraal 2         
Kameelpoort 6        1 
Klipdrift      1    
Kliprand 1     1    
Rietfontein 1         
Rooibank 1         
Rooikop 1         
Rust de winter 58 1  1  1 1 1  
Uitvlugt 2         
Vergenoeg mine 1         
Total 83 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 
Table 175: Question 58 - Where are you presently building a house? (occupants in all core areas), by 
area. 
 
 On this land Elsewhere 
Not specified 9 2 
Bezuidenhoutskraal 2  
Kameelpoort 7  
Klipdrift 1  
Kliprand 2  
Rietfontein 1  
Rooibank 1  
Rooikop 1  
Rust de winter 53 7 
Uitvlugt 2  
Vergenoeg mine 1  
Total 80 9 
Table 176: Question 64 - Where do you sleep over weekends? (occupants in all core areas), by area. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Not specified 6 1  1 3      1 
Bezuidenhoutskraal 1     1      
Kameelpoort 1 1  2  1  2    
Klipdrift 1           
Kliprand 2           
Rietfontein     1       
Rooibank 1           
Rooikop     1       
Rust de winter 33 10 4 6 5  1 2 1 1  
Uitvlugt 1  1         
Vergenoeg mine  1          
Total 46 13 5 9 10 2 1 4 1 1 1 
Table 177: Question 7 - The size of household living on the land (occupants in all core areas), by area. 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
Not specified 4 1  3 3      1  
Bezuidenhoutskraal 1     1       
Kameelpoort 1 1  1  2  1 1    
Klipdrift 1            
Kliprand  1  1         
Rietfontein     1        
Rooibank  1           
Rooikop     1        
Rust de winter 11 6 11 7 13 7 1 4 1 1  1 
Uitvlugt  1 1          
Vergenoeg mine    1         
Total 18 11 12 13 18 10 1 5 2 1 1 1 
Table 178: Questions 7 and 8 combined - The size of total household on and off the land (occupants 
all core areas), by area. 
 
